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ABSTRACT 
The lack of an adequate correspondence between language instruction/assessment 
and real life language use may cause serious problems in learner achievement and the 
interpretation of their achievement. Learners could fail to cope with real life challenges 
based on what they have learned and been tested on, and the interpretation of their 
achievement in learning/testing situations may not reflect what learners can actually 
achieve in the real world. In order to improve the problem of this mismatch, the present 
study investigated the notion of authenticity in detail, derived methods for assessing 
authenticity from multiple perspectives, and tested the methods on four tasks in a 
computer-assisted English learning program. 
It was found that authenticity has become a multi-componential theory-based 
concept, and therefore investigation of the authenticity of a task needs to be based on 
analyses from multiple perspectives, consisting of the target language use situation, 
test/task characteristics, learner perception, learner involvement, and language production. 
Each of these aspects reveals one part of the correspondence; however, for a task 
developer to assert the authenticity of a task/test, one must find empirical evidence 
demonstrating authenticity from multiple perspectives. 
1 
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
In many English as foreign language educational settings, the way that language is 
taught and tested tends not to match how language is used and assessed in real world 
communication. This may give learners false impressions of real world expectations 
and demands people look for in those situations. Widdowson (1979) pointed out this 
language teaching and testing problem: 
Previously, the main effort in teaching of English took place within the context of 
general primary and secondary education. English was a subject like other subjects 
and the learner's achievement was measured by examinations designed essentially to 
validate the syllabus rather than to reflect actual communicative needs. In these 
circumstances teaching was required to prepare learners for the examination but not 
(except incidentally) for an encounter with language use (1979, p. 164). 
The issue then was a lack of recognition of the importance of actual communicative needs 
and a lack of understanding of the necessity of establishing an adequate correspondence 
between English instruction/assessment and real life language use. Without this 
relationship with real life language use, English teachers became over-reliant on tests and 
even taught to the tests; sometimes tests like multiple-choice questions even became the 
center of curriculum and instruction. As a result, students could fail to cope with real 
life challenges based on what they had learned and been tested on. Unfortunately, this 
issue still remains as the fundamental challenge in today's English teaching, even when 
the needs of actual use of language have become so obvious due to the effect of English 
as an international language. Even worse, many teachers and institutes beyond 
secondary education do recognize the need for using language in real life but still fail to 
create an adequate relationship between instruction/achievement assessment and language 
use in the real world. 
These circumstances may leave language learners questioning the validity of their 
achievement when reality hits as they try to use their English out of the classroom. 
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Testing is especially crucial in this mismatch not only because of this testing dominated 
culture, but also because test results are used as an indicator of what learners can achieve 
with language in real life. In such cases, no matter how consistent task grades or test 
scores are, if the task/test does not correspond to real world situations in certain ways, the 
mismatch between the performance-based inference and students' anticipation of their 
ability to cope with real life language use tasks will never be resolved; thus, the 
interpretations of those grades/scores will never be truly meaningful or appropriate 
indicators of learners' ability to use language in real life. 
In order to have a good basis for score extrapolation to the real world, there must 
be a good correspondence between testing situations and target language use (TLU) 
situations. How to investigate these situations is a problem, but the problem of the 
mismatch also lies in the lack of recognition of the importance of such correspondence. 
Applied linguists in the field of language testing refer to these problems as the issue of 
authenticity, one of the critical qualities of language tests, and indicate that through the 
investigation of test/task authenticity, the relationship between two domains can be 
studied, mismatches can be located, and problems can be solved. Theories and methods 
related to authenticity have been proposed and debated among applied linguists, but they 
seem not yet to have reached common ground for a solution. Many concepts are unclear 
and remain unanswered. 
Widdowson (1979) looks at authenticity from a social-cognitive perspective, 
distinguishes the notion from genuineness, and defines the notion as 'the engagement of 
interpretative process of making sense'. Bachman (1990, 1991) points out two 
problematic approaches to authenticity in language testing and re-conceptualizes the 
notion by identifying two kinds of authenticity and by providing comprehensive 
frameworks as methodology for investigating it. However, later Bachman and Palmer 
(1996) suggest that the comparison of critical characteristics of test tasks and TLU tasks 
is the way to reveal the degree of authenticity of test tasks. Following Bachman's (1990, 
1991) perspective, Douglas (2000) investigates two types of authenticity, situational 
authenticity and interactional authenticity, in assessing languages for specific purposes. 
Lewkowicz (2000) analyzes the way the notion has evolved in language testing, proposes 
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four sets of outstanding questions about authenticity indicating that still many problems 
remain unanswered, and advocates the importance of investigating the outcome 
authenticity, which refers to the authenticity of the language elicited as a result of the 
input. These different approaches to authenticity moreover all claim that the aspects of 
their investigation to authenticity are closely related to the notion of test validity 
(Bachman, 1990, 1991; Bachman and Palmer, 1996; Douglas, 2000). 
This way the notion of authenticity itself has become an unsolved mystery; what it is 
and how to achieve it are not thoroughly understood. The various definitions and 
approaches to authenticity suggest that the notion may consist of a range of conditions 
and a synthesis approach to investigating the various conditions may be necessary. This 
study thus attempts to investigate authenticity by putting together the previous proposals 
and deriving methods to investigate authenticity from multiple perspectives. 
This study targets speaking tasks in a computerized English learning program, 
Longman English Interactive (LEI) by Pearson Longman, to examine how well a 
widely-used learning program that claims to help students develop real world 
communication strategies actually corresponds to its intended target language use 
situation. This program was chosen primarily because it is a stand-alone containing a 
complete set of instructions, exercises, quizzes, and tests measuring students' 
achievement; teachers can use it in the classroom and/or learners can study at home on 
their own. Investigating correspondences of achievement test tasks in such a learning 
program to their intended TLU situation is critical because it can reveal the authenticity of 
the achievement tests. Examining what learners have been tested on links what learners 
have learned directly to what is expected in the TLU situation. In other words, it points 
out the importance of authenticity in washback (the impact of tests on teaching). The 
authenticity of test tasks can reflect the quality of learning in relation to real life. The 
result of the LEI task investigation would eventually inform the instructional design and 
enhance the overall authenticity of the speaking section. 
The format of LEI speaking tasks is standardized throughout the program with 
different units emphasizing different topics; this study focuses on four speaking tasks 
about requests from unit Bl. The four tasks investigated are multiple-choice questions 
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(task 1) and role-play (task 2) from the learning section and multiple-choice questions 
(task 3) and drag-and-drop (task 4) from the quiz section. These tasks are selected on 
the one hand to serve as samples to empirically investigate theoretical proposals about 
authenticity; I want to learn whether or not such exploratory methods can truly reveal the 
correspondence between these tasks and the TLU situation. The methods are also 
intended to reveal if these tasks have an adequate relationship with the TLU. 
Many multimedia technology implemented programs claim they provide a way to 
incorporate authentic samples of language use into task/test designs (Chapelle, 1999; 
Kramsch and Anderson, 1999; Levy, 1999) and offer learners, regardless of their 
geographical locations, the access to those materials. These programs seem to provide a 
useful direction to foreign language teaching and learning. However, even though these 
programs may include authentic materials, it has proven difficult to implement 
performance-based tasks/tests such as speaking tasks/tests like role plays, interviews, and 
oral presentations into those programs (Alderson, 2000; Brown, 1997; Chalhoub-Deville, 
2001; Roever, 2001). The authenticity of these types of speaking tasks/tests thus 
becomes questionable and needs further investigation to reveal their correspondence with 
the corresponding TLU situations. 
Purpose of the study 
This study attempts to increase knowledge about authenticity by identifying the 
definitions and components of authenticity that have been proposed by applied linguists, 
to suggest methods for analyzing authenticity implied or stated in these definitions, and to 
test the methods on two instructional speaking tasks and two accompanying achievement 
test tasks in a computerized English program. The results will reveal the 
correspondence of these tasks to their intended TLU domain and how well these 
theoretical perspectives can be operationalized in the study of authenticity. 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter reviews different perspectives of authenticity proposed by applied 
linguists and assessment theorists, primarily from Widdowson (1978, 1979, and 1983), 
Bachman (1990, 1991), Bachman and Palmer (1996), Douglas (2000), and Lewkowicz 
(2000). It then attempts to characterize authenticity by putting together these 
perspectives to derive methods for investigating authenticity. This theoretical 
background supports the judgmental and empirical investigation carried out in the next 
chapter. 
Widdowson's definition of authenticity 
Widdowson (1979) may have been the first applied linguist to question and 
distinguish the notion of authenticity in language teaching. The concern with 
'authenticity' emerged with the dawn of the communicative era in language teaching and 
learning. The term at the time was used as a reaction against the often artificial 
language written for pedagogical purposes for language textbooks and tests (Kramsch, 
1993) and simply referred to texts extracted from 'real-life' sources. However, 
Widdowson indicated that the term itself creates confusion because it can refer to two 
things: one is the actual language produced by native speakers for a normal 
communicative purpose, and the other is 'the engagement of interpretative procedures for 
making sense' when a language user is involved in a communicative activity (Widdowson, 
1979, p. 30). Since merely exposing learners to texts extracted from real-life does not 
necessarily lead to the real-life or near real-life engagement between the two, Widdowson 
(1978) suggested applied linguists use the term 'genuine' to refer to real-life extracted 
text/language itself as an absolute quality which does not change from real-life context to 
teaching/testing context, and to reserve the term 'authentic' mainly for the characteristics 
of the relationship between the text and the reader (p.80), which may vary greatly from 
situation to situation depending on how the text is interpreted by the reader. In other 
words, a genuine text in its original context is authentically processed, but it may not be 
authentically processed when it is taken out of its original context; the ways in which the 
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text is being perceived and used may change. 
Therefore, genuine text alone does not lead to authenticity; it is the process of 
learners making sense of the text as they normally process the text in real world context 
that can be called authentic. Based on Widdowson, authenticity indeed refers to the 
activity (e.g. process) and how it is perceived by the reader, not the text itself. As he put 
it: 
It is probably better to consider authenticity not as a quality residing in instances of 
language but as a quality which is bestowed upon them, created by the response of 
the receiver. Authenticity in this view is a function of the interaction between the 
reader/hearer and the text which incorporates the intentions of the writer/speaker ... 
Authenticity is realized in the act of interpretation... It has to do with appropriate 
response (1979, p. 165). 
In his view, authenticity is established when the receiver responds appropriately 
and/or authentically to the text, and this can be achieved only when the receiver realizes 
the intention of the writer/speaker with the awareness of the conventions employed by the 
writer/speaker. In other words, authenticity can be attained only when learners are able 
to find an authentic relationship between genuine discourses and their learning purposes. 
However, such achievement requires the text to undergo a process of authentication 
(Widdowson 1979), which intentionally clarifies to the learner why he is doing what he is 
expected to do in a teaching/testing context, so the engagement of authentic interpretation 
can be activated and followed by the authentic response. Widdowson (1979) argues that 
the process of authentication is to enhance the text to emulate what it lacks, which are 
'the essentially interactive nature of discourse' and 'essentially contrived nature of 
methodology' (p. 167). The process attempts to recover active meaning negotiation and 
interpretation between the learner and the text, but this cannot be achieved without 
adequately designed procedures that guide learners step by step toward the desired 
outcome. Furthermore, although Widdowson points out the importance of interaction 
and methodology in defining authenticity and for achieving it, it is not until Bachman 
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(1990, 1991) and Bachman and Palmer (1996) that a more comprehensive understanding 
toward authenticity and a theoretical framework of methodology for investigating it was 
developed and proposed. 
Bachman's definition of authenticity 
Bachman's definition of authenticity has developed and changed over time (see 
Table 2.1). In 1990, he identified two approaches to defining authenticity in language 
testing, the real life (RL) approach and the interactional/ability (lA) approach, and 
suggested that the two frameworks, test method facets and communicative language 
ability, that he had proposed for test design and development could serve as a basis for 
defining and examining authenticity. Bachman (1991) then distinguished between two 
kinds of authenticity, situational authenticity and interactional authenticity based on the 
re-conceptualized RL and lA approaches. Since the two aspects of authenticity are 
closely related to the notion of construct validity, for the purpose of evaluating overall test 
usefulness, Bachman and Palmer (1996) changed the two aspects of authenticity into two 
independent test qualities: authenticity and interactiveness. The frameworks of task 
characteristics and individual characteristics Bachman and Palmer (1996) proposed to 
examine both qualities builds on Bachman's (1990 and 1991) proposals; the logical 
evaluation question set they outlined provides specific guidelines for test developers to 
use to examine both qualities. Although the definitions and frameworks Bachman 
proposed have re-conceptualized the notion of authenticity in language testing, he does 
not appear to incorporate Widdowson's (1979) major concern, "the engagement of 
interpretative procedures for making sense" in a language learner, as part of his definition 
of authenticity. 
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Table 2.1: Development of Bachman's definition toward authenticity 
Development 
Bachman 
(1990) 
Bachman 
(1991) 
Bachman 
and Palmer 
(1996) 
Definitions/approaches to authenticity 
Real life (RL) approach InteractionaVability 
focuses on direct sampling (lA) approach 
and replication of real-life focuses chiefly on the 
language use to test tasks; involvement of 
attempts to capture or language ability within 
recreate in language tests test takers while 
the real-life situation and working on a test task. 
performance. (p. 301) (p. 302) 
Situational authenticity Interactional 
"the perceived relevance authenticity 
of the test method "the extent and type of 
characteristics to the involvement of task 
features of a specific target takers' language ability 
language use situation" in accomplishing a test 
(p. 691). task" (p. 691 ). 
Authenticity lnteractiveness 
"the degree of the "the extent and type of 
correspondence of the involvement of the test 
characteristics of a given taker's individual 
language test task to the characteristics in 
features of a TLU task" accomplishing a test 
(p. 23). task" (p. 25). 
Real Life (RL) approach and Interactional/ability (IA) approach 
Framework proposed 
• Test method facets 
• Comrnunicati ve 
language ability 
• Test method 
characteristics 
• Language ability 
• Language task 
characteristics 
• Characteristics of 
individuals 
• Logical evaluation 
questions (for 
authenticity and 
interacti veness) 
Bachman (1990) indicates that there are generally two approaches to defining and 
operationalizing authenticity in language testing: the real-life (RL) approach and the 
interactional/ability (lA) approach. As Carroll (1961) had pinpointed, it is important for 
language testing to incorporate an approach that includes an 'integrated, facile 
performance' on the part of the examinee which reflects the performance of a 'normal 
communication situation' and a central concern toward 'the total communicative effect of 
an utterance' which is beyond specific structure-points in order to be complete. This 
points out two important aspects of language testing which are tied closely with the ways 
to achieve authenticity in language testing. Bachman claimed that "the phrases 
'integrated, facile performance' and 'normal communication situation' suggest the 
reference to 'real-life performance' as a criterion for authenticity" and "the phrase 'total 
~~~· --------
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communicative effect' implies the notion of functionality as a basis for authenticity (p. 
301)." This recognition reveals that there are two aspects of authenticity: one concerns 
the extent to which test tasks replicate 'real-life' language use tasks (the RL approach), 
and the other considers if the appropriate interactions between the traits/abilities of task 
takers and test tasks are engaged (the lA approach). 
The RL approach focuses on direct sampling and replication of real-life language use 
to test tasks; it attempts to capture or recreate in language tests the real-life situation and 
performance. It is argued that test tasks based on this approach will have the appearance 
of real-life tasks, and the test content will be the representation of real life. In this way, 
test performance can accurately predict future non-test performance. Thus, the language 
proficiency of a test taker can be defined as the ability to perform language tasks in the 
non-test situation. Such an approach to authenticity therefore claims that it provides 
sufficient basis to justify test use in terms of face validity1, content relevance2, and 
predictive utility3 (Bachman 1990, p. 303). 
This approach to "validities," however, receives much criticism from those who 
draw significant attention to the meaningfulness and appropriateness of test use and 
interpretation, that is, test validity, while investigating test authenticity. One problem is 
that the RL approach does not provide an adequate basis for examining validity. The 
approach fails to provide a basis for defining the domain of non-test performance that it 
attempts to replicate so as to distinguish it from test performance. Furthermore, it 
neglects the fact that the direct sampling and replication of the non-test domain are 
actually unattainable because it is simply impossible to come up with a complete list to 
describe the complexity of a real-life language use domain (Spolsky 1986). Thus, with 
the insufficiently defined domain and replication method, it is difficult for this approach 
1 Face validity, one of the primary concerns of RL approach, is "the appearance or perception of 
the test and how this may affect test performance and test use" (Bachman 1990, p. 301). 
2 Content relevance, or content validity, in the conventional measurement sense, is "the extent to 
which the content of the test constitutes a representative sample of the domain to be tested, and 
the main problems in demonstrating content representativeness are related to the adequacy of 
the sample" (Bachman 1990, p. 306). 
3 Predictive utility is "the accuracy with which test performance predicts future non-test 
performance". Test performance is interpreted as "an indication of the extent to which the test 
taker will be able to use language in 'real-life' situations" (Bachman 1990, p. 302). 
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to provide content validity and predictive utility. Since the content does not represent 
the non-test domain, test results cannot be an appropriate indicator for non-test 
performance. Yet, another problem is that RL approach fails to make a clear distinction 
between the trait or ability measured and the observation of behavior, which limits the 
interpretation and use of test results. Since for Bachman the primary purpose of 
language testing is to measure the area(s) of language ability the test attempts to measure 
and very little else, the holistic observation of performance without a clear specification 
of the construct to be measured may violate this aim. Finally, this approach fails to 
recognize one essential aspect of language use- the interaction between the language 
user, the context, and the discourse. It does not place a central concern on this dynamic 
interaction, thus to certain extent fails to capture what it attempts to recreate. 
The interactional/ability approach, on the other hand, focuses chiefly on this 
dynamic interaction, especially the interaction between traits/ability of a test taker and 
features of a test task; proponents of this see this interaction as the distinguishing 
characteristics of communicative language use of real life (Bachman 1990). Test 
developers use this approach to design tests that can engage an authentic interpretation 
and an appropriate response of test takers toward illocutionary acts4 presented in the test 
task. Instead of attempting to replicate performance from real-life, this approach 
concentrates mainly on the test method itself; it seeks to find out what combination of test 
method facets is more likely to generate the authentic interpretation and response of test 
takers within the testing context. To achieve this more effectively, test developers also 
need to consider traits of test takers while designing the test task, since in addition to the 
test method, traits of test takers are another set of factors that may affect the interaction. 
Such traits include their cognitive and personality characteristics, domains of real world 
knowledge, interests and motivations, prior experience with tests, expectations regarding 
language tests, and most importantly, their language abilities the test attempts to measure 
(Bachman 1990). The test taker and the characteristics of the test method thus become 
the two factors that will "jointly codetermine the extent to which a given test or test task 
4 An illocutionary act is "the function (assertion, warning, request) performed in saying 
something" (Bachman, 1990, p. 90). 
----------~---
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is authentic (p. 318)." 
This approach also recognizes that comprehensibility is required for an authentic 
interaction to take place (Widdowson 1978; Bachman 1990). That is, only when the test 
task is sufficiently presented in a way that makes sense to the test takers can the authentic 
interaction be generated, then the test can measure the ability it attempts to measure from 
the authentic response elicited. This reflects Widdowson's (1978, 1979) definition of 
authenticity, and reinforces that test takers' perception of the test task indeed has an 
inevitable effect on that dynamic interaction. This is different from the issue of face 
validity, which concerns the effect of test takers' perception on their performance. The 
central concern of comprehensibility to authenticity is that test takers' perceptions affect 
the authenticity of their interactions with the test tasks. While this approach recognizes 
the importance of this aspect of authenticity, it places its primary concern on the extent to 
which test performance reflects the language abilities the test attempts to measure in order 
to have a stronger tie with test validity. Test performance in this way is interpreted as an 
indication of various communicative language abilities possessed by the test taker. 
There is a clear distinction in this approach between the abilities to be measured, 
performance observed, and the context in which the observation take place. Bachman 
argues that the lA approach therefore provides a sounder basis for examining validity than 
the real-life approach, for it clearly distinguishes ability from behavior, promotes the 
recreation of interaction, and advocates that test developers attend to method and 
attributes of test taker (Bachman 1990). 
However, as Skehan (1984) argued, "merely making an interaction 'authentic' does 
not guarantee that the sampling of language involved will be sufficient, or the basis for 
wide-ranging and powerful predictions of language behavior in other situations" (p. 208). 
Indeed, even though the test task in this approach may authentically engage certain 
communicative language use abilities of the test taker, the characteristics of the test task 
may not be representative of language use tasks in a real-life domain. He argues that the 
lA approach does not spell out to which domain of real life the test intends to generalize, 
fails to specify its correspondence with the domain of generalization, and thus may 
engage an ability apart from that which the test attempts to measure. Such failures prove 
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problematic for score extrapolation. The approach further fails to provide a basis for 
content relevance (without sufficient sampling from the specified real-life domain, 
content cannot represent real-life domain) and predictive utility (no specified domain then 
no domain to generalize to). Also, this approach does not include the investigation of 
test taker's perception of test tasks. Learner perception often has an effect on the test 
taker's involvement and serves as an interface between the test characteristics and the 
engagement of test takers. Investigating this aspect of authenticity can provide valuable 
evidence for examining task authenticity and interactional authenticity. Moreover, while 
this approach requires the use of test method to define and promote authenticity, there is 
not yet a theoretical framework that "provides a coherent rationale for the identification 
and definition of critical features of language use" (p. 315) being proposed for use. 
While both approaches point out important directions for defining and examining 
authenticity, they are problematic in many ways. In short, as Bachman summarized, the 
RL approach attempts to recreate in language tests the real-life performance, yet fails to 
provide adequate bases for examining validity, a clear distinction between the ability 
measured and behavior observed, and central attention to the distinguishing 
characteristics of real-life language use- interaction. The lA approach, on the other 
hand, is concerned with dynamic interaction, but fails to describe an adequate relationship 
of the test task to the domain of generalization, a clear examination of the effect of test 
takers' perception on the interaction, and an actual theoretical framework to use. 
In order to solve the dilemma, Bachman (1990, 1991) suggests that the theoretical 
frameworks of test method facets (task characteristics) and communicative language 
ability that he has proposed for test design and development can serve as a basis for 
approaches to defining and examining authenticity. In addition, a synthesis of 
approaches will be necessary if a more precise way for characterizing and investigating 
authenticity is anticipated. Bachman (1990) indicates that "[while] a domain of 
language use ... consists of a potentially infinite number of instances, the instances are by 
definition context dependent and hence unique ... and is definable only in terms of 
distinguishing characteristics or features" (p. 311). The characterization of authenticity 
in language testing thus has to consist of the critical features, or essential characteristics 
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of communicative language use, rather than holistic language use situations. In this way, 
both target language use tasks and test tasks can be characterized, and the problem of 
domain specification and sampling of the RL approach can be addressed. The 
frameworks of the test methods and communicative language ability on the other hand 
can provide a basis for the lA approach to investigate test takers' engagement with the 
testing context. Since the strength of each approach can remedy the disadvantages of 
another, a synthesis of approaches is the way to solve the problems of each. With the 
implementation of theoretical frameworks from Bachman (1990) and a synthesis of 
approaches, authenticity becomes definable and attainable for test development and test 
validity examination. Authenticity becomes two-dimensional. In other words, to capture 
the nature of communicative language use in language testing requires not only the 
understanding of task characteristics (features of the context) of the non-test domain, but 
also the interactive nature of such domains involving language abilities of language users. 
Situational and interactional authenticity 
Since the implementation of the frameworks has fundamentally changed the way the 
previous two approaches are conceptualized and the way authenticity is defined, 
Bachman (1991) suggests that it is necessary to distinguish between two types of 
authenticity: situational authenticity and interactional authenticity. Situational 
authenticity emphasizes the correspondence of critical task features between domains; it 
is defined as "the perceived relevance of the test method characteristics to the features of 
a specific target language use situation" (p. 691). It is different from the RL approach 
for it does not attempt to achieve authenticity by sampling actual tasks from a domain of 
non-test language use, but rather it aims to attain the quality by designing tasks that have 
the same critical features as tasks in that domain. Thus, through a systematic analysis of 
tasks in that domain based on the task method characteristics framework, the features of 
which can be realized as test tasks characteristics and the correspondence between the 
two domains can be investigated and understood. This characterization allows 
situational authenticity to be perceived differently among different test takers, test users, 
and test developers. Bachman (1991) therefore indicates that situational authenticity 
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"must be assessed from a number of perspectives" (p. 691) to ensure the quality of test 
use and development. 
Interactional authenticity, on the other hand, resides in the interaction between a test 
taker's language ability and features of a test task; it is defined as "the extent and type of 
involvement of task takers~ language ability in accomplishing a test task" (p. 691). That 
is, "different areas of language knowledge and different strategies [of a test taker] can be 
involved to varying degrees in the problem presented by the test task" (p. 691). Thus, to 
examine the interactional authenticity of a given test task and/or to design an 
interactionally authentic task, test developers need to take two aspects into consideration: 
the characteristics of a test task and the components of a test taker's language ability. 
Introspection is suggested as one way to assess the interactional authenticity of a test task 
(Bachman 1991, p. 695). Through observing test takers and asking them to self-report 
on the strategies they used in attempting a given test task, test developers can understand 
if appropriate interaction between the test task and test takers they aimed to engage has 
been actually realized. While Bachman (1991) outlined the component of language 
ability and suggested methods for evaluation, there is actually no specific guideline 
proposed for test developers to use to evaluate the quality at that time. 
Authenticity and interactiveness 
For the purpose of examining the overall test usefulness for test development and 
use, Bachman and Palmer (1996) separate the notion of interaction from authenticity. 
They believe that both situational authenticity and interactional authenticity are critical 
aspects of test development, and they both are related to construct validity, and thus 
should be acknowledged as two independent test qualities. The situational part of 
authenticity thus becomes the quality of authenticity and is defined as "the degree of the 
correspondence of the characteristics of a given language test task to the features of a 
TLU task" (p. 23). The method for assessing the quality of authenticity is similar to that 
of situational authenticity, in which the task characteristics framework is to be used as a 
basis to investigate tasks across domains. This way authenticity becomes one aspect of 
demonstrating that performance on language tests correspond to language use in specific 
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domains other than the language test itself, and thus is relevant to the notion of construct 
validity. As Bachman and Palmer (1996) note: 
We consider authenticity to be an important test quality because it relates the test 
task to the domain of generalization to which we want out score interpretations to 
generalize. Authenticity provides a means for investigating the extent to which score 
interpretations generalize beyond performance on the test to language use in the 
TLU domain, or to other similar non-test language use domains. This links 
authenticity to construct validity, since investigating the generalizability of score 
interpretation is an important part of construct validation (p. 24 ). 
In addition to construct validity, authenticity is also connected to the traditional notion of 
content validity, for it looks at the relevance of the test task to the TLU domain. 
Another aspect, the interactional part of authenticity, becomes the quality of 
interactiveness and is defined as "the extent and type of involvement of the test taker's 
individual characteristics in accomplishing a test task" (p. 25). lnteractiveness is slightly 
different from interactional authenticity for it expands the involvement of test takers' 
language ability to the involvement of the major components in the model of language 
use. It takes a test taker's topical knowledge, personal characteristics, and affective 
schemata in addition to language ability (language knowledge and strategic competence, 
or metacognitive strategies) into consideration. This expansion is due to a fact that 
language ability is not the only characteristics of an individual that would have an effect 
on both language use and test performance. They indicate that "language use involves 
complex and multiple interactions among the various individual characteristics of 
language users, on the one hand, and between these characteristics and the characteristics 
of the language use or testing situation, on the other" (p. 62). Therefore, language 
ability must be considered with other major components of language use in order to truly 
reveal the involvement of test takers in accomplishing a test task. The more frequently 
and strongly these individual characteristics are engaged, the more authentic the 
interaction can be. 
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Since a central purpose of language testing is to make an inference about test takers' 
language ability, the involvement of the right ability in responding to the test task 
becomes crucial for justifying test use, and investigating interactiveness provides one 
kind of evidence for construct validity. In order words, as Bachman and Palmer put it, 
"unless this interaction requires the use of language knowledge, we would not be able to 
make inferences about language ability on the basis of the test taker's performance" (p. 
26). Bachman and Palmer (1996) propose a set of logical evaluation questions as 
specified methods to guide the evaluation of test usefulness. The evaluation for 
interactiveness is also included. 
Bachman's analysis of authenticity 
The two main methods Bachman proposed for examining authenticity and 
interactiveness are the frameworks of task characteristics and individual characteristics. 
They provide a basis for what to look for when analyzing the correspondence of tasks 
across domains and the involvement of test takers in accomplishing test tasks. Bachman 
and Palmer (1996), furthermore, outline a set of logical evaluation questions derived from 
the frameworks to guide the operation of the assessment. 
Task characteristics framework (Test method facets) 
The framework of task characteristics Bachman and Palmer (1996) outlined builds 
on Bachman's (1990) proposal of test method facets. It consists of a set of critical 
features for describing five aspects of tasks: setting, test rubric, input, expected response, 
and relationship between input and response. The five aspects of characteristics can be 
used to define both the TLU tasks and the test tasks. The framework thus provides a 
basis for three types of activities: 1) describing the Target language use (TLU) tasks for 
designing language test tasks, 2) describing different test tasks in order to insure their 
comparability, and as a means for assessing reliability, and 3) comparing the 
characteristics of TLU and test tasks to assess authenticity (Bachman and Palmer 1996, 
p.47). Hoekje and Linnell (1994) had used Bachman's (1990) test method facets to 
evaluate three spoken language tests for international teaching assistants: SPEAK 
---- - -----~-
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(Spoken Proficiency English Assessment Kit) test, OPI (Oral Proficiency Interview), and 
a performance test. Douglas (2000) also adapted the 1996 version of task characteristics 
framework to assessing language tests for specific purposes. The critical features of 
each aspect outlined by Bachman and Palmer (1996) are listed in Table 2.2. 
Characteristics of the setting contain "the physical circumstances under which either 
language use or testing takes place" (p. 48), including physical setting, participants, and 
time of task. The test rubric comprises test characteristics that "provide the structure for 
particular test tasks and that indicate how test takers are to proceed in accomplishing the 
task" (p. 50). Characteristics included are the structure of the test, instructions of how to 
proceed, duration of the test, and how the language that is used will be evaluated or 
scored. Input is defined as "the material contained in a given test task or TLU task, 
which the test takers or language users are expected to process in some way arid to which 
they are expected to respond" (p. 52). The material is described in terms of format and 
language characteristics. Format refers to the way in which input is presented, and 
includes the following characteristics: channel, form, language, length, type, degree of 
speededness, and vehicle. The language part of the input corresponds to the areas of 
language knowledge (organizational and pragmatics characteristics) and topical 
knowledge (background knowledge). This part is related to the language knowledge 
that a test is intended to measures. 
Table 2.2: Task characteristics, Bachman and Palmer (1996) 
Characteristics of the setting 
Physical characteristics 
Participants 
Time of task 
Characteristics of the test rubrics 
Instructions 
Language (native, target) 
Channel (aural, visual) 
Specification of procedures and tasks 
Structure of the communicative event 
Number of parts/tasks 
Salience of parts/tasks 
Sequence of parts/tasks 
Relative importance of parts/tasks 
Number of tasks/items per part 
Time allotment 
Scoring method 
Criteria for correctness 
Procedures for scoring the response 
Explicitness of criteria and procedures 
Characteristics of the input 
Format 
Channel (aural, visual) 
Form (language, non-language, both) 
Language (native, target, both) 
Length 
Type (item, prompt) 
Degree of speededness 
Vehicle ('live', 'reproduce', both) 
Language of input 
Language characteristics 
Organizational characteristics 
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Grammatical (vocabulary, syntax, phonology, graphology) 
Textual (cohesion, rhetorical/conversational organization) 
Pragmatic characteristics 
Functional (ideational, manipulative, heuristic, imaginative) 
Sociolinguistics (dialect/variety, register, naturalness, cultural references/figurative 
language) 
Topical characteristics 
Characteristics of the expected response 
Format 
Channel (aural, visual) 
Form (language, non-language, both) 
Language (native, target, both) 
Length 
Type (selected, limited production, extended production) 
Degree of speededness 
Language of input 
Language characteristics 
Organizational characteristics 
Grammatical (vocabulary, syntax, phonology, graphology) 
Textual (cohesion, rhetorical/conversational organization) 
Pragmatic characteristics 
Functional (ideational, manipulative, heuristic, imaginative) 
Sociolinguistics (dialect/variety, register, naturalness, cultural references/figurative 
language) 
Topical characteristics 
Relationship between input and response 
Reactivity (reciprocal, non-reciprocal, adaptive) 
Scope of relationship (broad, narrow) 
Directness of relationship (direct, indirect) 
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For the purpose of test design, Bachman and Palmer (1996) distinguish the expected 
response from the actual response, because test takers do not always respond in the way 
that is intended or expected by test developers. The characteristics of the expected 
response consist of format and language input, and can be described using essentially the 
same characteristics under the input format and the language of input. Finally, since the 
nature of input and response are interrelated, the last aspect looks at their relationship in 
terms of reactivity, scope, and directness of the relationship. Reactivity is defined as 
"the extent to which the input or the response directly affects subsequent input and 
responses" (p. 55). There are three types of reactivity: reciprocal (contains feedback and 
interaction among language users), non-reciprocal (no feedback or interaction), or 
adaptive (the selection of the next task is based on learners' previous responses). The 
scope of relationship is characterized as "the amount or range of input that must be 
processed in order for the test taker or language user to respond as expected" (p. 55). 
Test tasks that require the processing of a lot of input are referred to as broad scope and 
that require the processing of a limited amount of input are referred to as narrow scope. 
Directness of relationship is identified as "the degree to which the expected response can 
be based primarily on information in the input, or whether the test taker or language user 
must also rely on information in the context or in his own topical knowledge" (p. 56). 
Test tasks can be either direct (the response includes primary information provided in the 
input) or indirect (the response includes information not provided in the input). 
Characteristics of individuals 
The concept of individual characteristics builds on Bachman's (1990, 1991) proposal 
of language ability and take three other aspects of a language user/test taker, personal 
characteristics, topical knowledge, and affective schemata, into consideration. This 
expansion is due to a fact that language use is affected by a number of individual 
characteristics rather than language ability alone. These characteristics provide a basis 
for what factors to look for when examining learner involvement. Individual 
characteristics Bachman and Palmer (1996) proposed consist of four sets of individual 
features: personal characteristics, such as age, sex, and native language, the topical 
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knowledge that test takers bring to the language testing situation, their affective schemata, 
and their language ability (p. 64). This framework provides a basis for 1) designing and 
developing language tests that can engage appropriate attributes of test takers, and 2) 
evaluating the quality of interactiveness. Personal characteristics are test takers' 
individual attributes that are not part of their language ability but which may still 
influence their involvement. Since not all the characteristics can be listed and 
considered, Bachman and Palmer outline the following features as a starting point for 
describing the characteristics of test takers: age, sex, nationality, resident status, native 
language, level of type of general education, and type and amount of preparation or prior 
experience with a given test. Topical knowledge, sometimes referred to as knowledge 
schemata, background knowledge, or real-world knowledge, is loosely defined as 
knowledge structures in long-term memory. It enables individuals to understand the 
language in relation to the world they live in. When certain topical knowledge on the 
part of test takers is presupposed in test tasks, the test tasks may become easier for those 
who have that knowledge and more difficult for those who do not. Affective schemata 
are about "the affective or emotional correlates of topical knowledge" (p. 65). It is an 
attribute of individuals that would associate the characteristics of test tasks with their past 
emotional experience in similar contexts, and thus would affect their responses in the test 
task as well as the ways in which they process and attempt to complete the test tasks. 
The degree and extent of their involvement therefore can be assisted or hindered by 
positive or negative affective responses. 
Language ability, consisting of two components, language knowledge and strategic 
competence, or metacognitive strategies, is especially crucial in the investigation of 
interactiveness because this is the ability that a test developer attempts to measure and to 
make an inference about. This ability needs to be sufficiently and precisely defined to 
differentiate it from other individual characteristics (p. 66). Bachman and Palmer define 
language ability as "the combination of language knowledge and metacognitive strategies 
that provides language users with the ability, or capacity, to create and interpret discourse, 
either in responding to tasks on language tests or in non-test language use" (p. 67). The 
areas of language knowledge and metacognitive strategies they proposed are outlined in 
-----~ ~-~ --------~-- -~---~-~ -~ --------------~- ----~--
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Table 2.3. 
Language knowledge is referred to as "a domain of information in memory that is 
available for use by the metacognitive strategies in creating and interpreting discourse in 
language use" (p. 67). Language knowledge includes two broad categories: 
organizational knowledge and pragmatic knowledge. Organizational knowledge is 
involved in "controlling the formal structure of language for producing or comprehending 
grammatically acceptable utterances or sentences, and for organizing these to form text, 
both oral and written" (p. 68). There are two areas of organization knowledge: 
grammatical knowledge and textual knowledge. Grammatical knowledge includes 
knowledge of vocabulary, syntax, phonology, and graphology, and textual knowledge 
includes knowledge of cohesion and knowledge of rhetorical or conversational 
organization. Pragmatic knowledge, on the other hand, refers to the knowledge that 
"enables individuals to create or interpret discourse by relating utterances or sentences 
and texts to their meanings, to the intentions of language users, and to relevant 
characteristics of the language use setting" (p. 69). There are two areas of pragmatic 
knowledge: functional knowledge and sociolinguistic knowledge. Functional 
knowledge includes knowledge of ideational functions (how language can be used to 
describe and explain), knowledge of manipulative functions (how language can be used to 
persuade, control, and establish relationships), knowledge of heuristic functions (how 
language can be used for teaching, learning, and problem-solving), and knowledge of 
imaginative functions (how language can be used to create jokes and poetry). 
Sociolinguistic knowledge includes knowledge of appropriate use of dialects or varieties, 
registers, natural or idiomatic, expressions, cultural references, and figures of speech. 
Table 2.3: Language ability, Bachman and Palmer (1996) 
Areas of language knowledge 
Organizational knowledge (how utterances or sentences and texts are organized) 
Grammatical knowledge (how individual utterance or sentences are organized) 
Knowledge of vocabulary 
Knowledge of syntax 
Knowledge of phonology/graphology 
Textual knowledge (how utterances or sentences are organized to form texts) 
Knowledge of cohesion 
Knowledge of rhetorical or conversational organization 
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Pragmatic knowledge 
(how utterances or sentences and texts are related to the communicative goals of the language 
user and to the features of the language use setting) 
Functional knowledge 
(how utterances/sentences and texts are related to the communicative goals of language users) 
Knowledge of ideational functions 
Knowledge of manipulative functions 
Knowledge of heuristics functions 
Knowledge of imaginative functions 
Sociolinguistic knowledge 
(how utterances or sentences and texts are related to features of the language use setting) 
knowledge of dialects/varieties 
knowledge of registers 
knowledge of natural or idiomatic expressions 
knowledge of cultural references and figures of speech 
Areas of metacognitive strategy use (strategic competence) 
Goal setting (deciding what one is going to do) 
Identifying the test tasks 
Choosing one or more tasks from a set of possible tasks 
Deciding whether or not to attempt to complete the task(s) selected 
Assessment (taking stock of what is needed, what one has to work with, how well one has done) 
Assessing the characteristics of the test task to determine the desirability and feasibility of 
successfully completing it and what is needed to complete it 
Assessing our own knowledge (topical, language) components to see if relevant areas of 
knowledge are available for successfully completing the test task 
Assessing the correctness or appropriateness of the response to the test task 
Planning (deciding how to use what one has) 
Selecting elements from areas of topical knowledge and language knowledge for successfully 
completing the test task 
Formulating one or more plans for implementing these elements in a response to the test task 
Selecting one plan for initial implementation as a response to the test task 
Another component of language ability, strategic competence, is defined as "a set of 
metacognitive components, or strategies, which can be thought of as higher order 
executive processes that provide a cognitive management function in language use, as 
well as in other cognitive activities" (p. 70). This conceptualization of strategic 
competence including metacognitive components is important because it provides an 
essential basis both for designing and developing potentially interactive test tasks and for 
evaluating the interactiveness of the test tasks (p. 70). Bachman and Palmer define three 
general areas in which metacognitive components operate: goal-setting, assessment, and 
planning. In the area of goal setting, test takers or language users may need to decide 
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how (and whether) to respond to the test tasks or TLU tasks. This area can involve the 
three kinds of activities: 1) identifying the language use tasks or test tasks, 2) choosing, 
where given a choice, one or more tasks from a set of possible tasks, and 3) deciding 
whether or not to attempt to complete the tasks (p. 71 ). In the area of assessment, test 
takers or language users might require to evaluate the test tasks or TLU tasks and the 
correctness and appropriateness of their responses. This area can have the following 
processes: 1) assessing the characteristics of the test task to determine what is needed to 
complete it, 2) evaluating what one has (topical and language knowledge), and 3) the 
correctness and appropriateness of the responses to the test tasks. In the area of planning, 
test takers or language users may have to decide how to use what one has to complete the 
test tasks. The area could involve these activities: 1) selecting a set of specific elements 
from topical knowledge and language knowledge, 2) formulating plans whose realization 
will be a response to the tasks, and 3) selecting one plan for initial implementation as a 
response to the task (p.73). 
Logical evaluation questions for authenticity and interactiveness 
Logical evaluation questions for authenticity (previous situational authenticity) and 
inveractiveness are based on the frameworks of task characteristics and individual 
characteristics. Bachman and Palmer provide a list of questions for use in the logical, or 
conceptual, evaluation of usefulness. A checklist for evaluating usefulness of 
authenticity and interactiveness they outlined is displayed in Table 2.4. 
Table 2.4: Logical evaluation questions for authenticity and interactiveness, B & P (1996) 
Questions for logical evaluation of Extent to which Explanation of how quality is 
usefulness uality is satisfied satisfied 
Authenticity 
1. To what extent does the description of 
tasks in the TLU domain include 
information about the setting, input, 
expected response, and relationship 
between input and response? 
2. To what extent do the characteristics of 
the test task correspond to those of TLU 
tasks? 
Interactiveness 
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Involvement of the test takers' topical 
knowled2e 
1. To what extent does the task presuppose 
the appropriate area or level of topical 
knowledge, and to what extent can we 
expect the test takers to have this area of 
level of topical knowledge? 
Suitability of test tasks to the personal 
characteristics of the test takers 
2. To what extent are the personal 
characteristics of the test takers included in 
the design statement? 
3. To what extent are the characteristics of 
the test tasks suitable for test takers with 
the specified personal characteristics? 
Involvement of the test takers' language 
knowled2e 
4. Does the processing required in the test 
task involve a very narrow range or a wide 
range of areas of language knowledge? 
Involvement of language functions in the 
test tasks 
5. What language functions, other than the 
simple demonstration of language ability, 
are involved in processing the input and 
formulating a response? 
Involvement of the test takers' 
metaco2nitive strate2ies 
6. To what extent are the test tasks 
interdependent? 
7. How much opportunity for strategy 
involvement is provided? 
Involvement of the test takers' affective 
schemata in responding to the test tasks 
8. Is this test task likely to evoke an 
affective response that would make it 
relatively easy or difficult for the test 
takers to perform at their best? 
Although Bachman and Palmer's separation of interactiveness from authenticity 
signifies the importance of considering learner involvement in test development and use, 
such separation may be misleading for investigating authenticity. The correspondence 
of task characteristics across domains alone can never be sufficient to determine the 
degree of authenticity of a given test task because it fails to address the issue of the 
interaction, which is believed to be the essence of real life language use. Douglas (2000) 
also includes interactional and situational authenticity in assessing specific purpose tests. 
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In addition, Bachman tends to define interaction from an 'individual-focused cognitive 
perspective' rather than a 'social interactional perspective' (Chalhoub-Deville, 2003). 
That is, Bachman tends to emphasize his investigation of interaction on the involvement 
of language ability within the language learner rather than the interaction between ability, 
language users, and context. Widdowson's (1979) major concern, "the engagement of 
interpretative procedures for making sense [of a context]" of a language user is part of the 
authenticity not included in Bachman's proposal. A separate notion, discourse domain, 
suggested by Douglas (2000) offers a way to look directly at the interface between 
interactional and situational authenticity, and provides, what Chalhoub-Deville notes, a 
social-cognitive approach to defining interaction. The incorporation of this notion in 
defining authenticity provides a basis for investigating the effect of context in learner's 
procedure of making sense. 
Douglas' discourse domain as part of authenticity 
Two concepts, context and discourse domain, related to Widdowson's (1979) "the 
engagement of interpretative procedures for making sense," proposed by Douglas (2000) 
in assessing language for specific purposes (LSP) are central to the study of authenticity. 
They provide a direction to remedy the lack of the current 'individual-focused cognitive 
perspective' approach to authenticity. These concepts affect the way Douglas attempted 
to investigate task characteristics in assessing LSP tasks; he modified Bachman and 
Palmer's task characteristic framework in a way that components of the context he 
proposed are introduced as a complete set of input features. He also incorporated the 
concept of indigenous assessment criteria (Jacoby, 1998) into the framework; this way the 
framework not only has the content and method derive form the TLU, but also has the 
assessment criteria derived from the intended domain. These developments are valuable 
for investigating authenticity. 
Context 
The aspect of context Douglas attempted to characterize in assessing LSP tasks is 
based on Hymes's (1974) classification; it contains eight sets of features: setting, 
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participants, purpose, form and content, tone, language, norms, and genres, as outlined in 
Table 2.5. Setting can be described by means of detailed physical and temporal 
information in the prompt. The type, background, and number of participants need to be 
clearly addressed, for variation among these aspects could affect performance. A clear 
description of the purpose for communication in the context of the TLU situation can add 
to the richness of the specific purpose context in addition to the obvious testing purpose, 
and this could raise the likelihood of test takers engaging their specific purpose language 
ability in testing situations. The form refers to the rhetorical form of how something is 
said or written, and the content refers to the topic of what is said or written. Tone such 
as irony, humor, or sarcasm has an effect on the specific purpose discourse, and 
sensitivity to it may be important to the measurement. Language input can vary in 
channel (aural or visual) and response type (written or spoken), and both can vary in 
vehicle (live or reproduced), dialect, and register. Norms of interaction, closely related 
to the choice of setting and the status and roles of the participants, refers to the typical 
expectation that certain people in certain situations tend to have of certain individuals. 
Genre refers to the categories of communication, which can consist of monologue, an 
interview, a lecture, a discussion, etc. 
Table 2.5: Features of context, Douglas (2000) adapted from Hymes (1974) 
Features 
Setting 
Participants 
Purpose 
Form and 
content 
Tone 
Language 
Norms 
Genres 
Contents 
physical and temporal setting 
speaker/writers, hearers/readers 
purpose, outcome, goal 
message form (how something is said/written) and message content (what is 
said/written, topic) 
manner 
channels (medium of communication-face-to-face, telephone, handwritten, 
computer printout, electronic), and codes (language, dialect, style, and register) 
norms of interaction (relative status, friendship, intimacy, acquaintance as these 
affect what may be said and how), norms of interpretation (how different kinds 
of speech/writing are understood and regarded with respect to belief systems) 
categories of communication (e.g., poems, curses, prayers, jokes, proverbs, 
myths, commercials, form letters) 
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These situational factors are derived from a number of different sources: societal 
community values, social situations, role relationships, personal interactions, and 
linguistic resources (Douglas, p. 43). This shows that the features of the context are not 
just concrete elements that can be listed and displayed, rather, "the notion of context is 
grounded in a complex interaction of physical, social, and psychological factors" (p. 43). 
Context as a social/psychological construct 
A crucial point of context, then, is that "[it] is not simply a collection of features 
imposed upon the language learner/user, but rather is constructed by the participants in 
the communicative event" (p. 43). It is a result of negotiation between and among the 
interactants as they construct it from moment to moment, turn by turn (p. 43). The 
nature of context is thus dynamic and constantly changing because it depends on how 
each interactant perceives the external context and how they co-construct the situation 
altogether. In order to produce appropriate social behavior in that dynamism, interactants 
need to know what context they are in and, when contexts change, know what behavior is 
considered appropriate in each of those contexts (p. 43). Context in this view becomes 
'a dynamic social/ psychological accomplishment' rather than a set of external cues. As 
Douglas (2004) notes, "what really counts in the communicative performance of a 
language user is not the external context per se but how the speaker interprets the 
contextualization cues present in the communicative event" (p. 25). This way, context 
becomes the result of the interaction between the situational cues, interlocutors, and their 
internal interpretation of those cues. Investigating that 'internal interpretation of 
context' of language users thus becomes the way to reveal the effect of context in this 
interaction. 
Discourse domains 
The term discourse domain was proposed specifically to refer to this 'internal 
interpretation of context' of language users. It includes the part of social-cognitive 
interaction that is closely tied with the external context within language users. Douglas 
and Selinker (1985) recognized this crucial aspect of context and suggested using the 
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term to investigate context-related issues in second language acquisition and use. They 
defined discourse domain as "a cognitive construct created by a language learner as a 
context for interlanguage development and use" (Douglas, 2000, p. 46). It is engaged 
"when strategic competence, in assessing the communicative situation, recognizes cues in 
the environment that allow the language user to identify the situation and his or her role in 
it" (p. 46). Strategic competence, or communication strategies, is referred as mediators 
between the external context and its internal interpretation, discourse domain. Douglas 
(2004) elaborates the notion, noting that the domain is created along with three 
dimensions of knowledge about the context: the extent of content knowledge, the 
importance of that knowledge to the learner/user, and the currency of the knowledge in 
interaction based on Whyte's (1995) proposal (p. 32). This way, discourse domain is 
created based on the association to an individual's background knowledge while assessing 
the situational context. This process reveals that discourse domain, strategic 
competence, and topical knowledge are inevitably related; the engagement of one part 
will reinforce the involvement of another. This view ties discourse domain closely to 
the individual characteristics proposed by Bachman and Palmer (1996) and supposes that 
a two-way interaction between the two does exist. Or from another point of view, 
discourse domain can be one part of the individual characteristics that Bachman and 
Palmer do not include in their framework. 
The background to Douglas' own thinking about discourse domain is Widdowson's 
(1983) schema theory (Douglas, 2004), in which Widdowson (1983) defined schemata as 
" ... cognitive constructs or configurations of knowledge which we place over events so as 
to bring them into alignment with familiar patterns of experience and belief' (p. 54). 
This mental construct "derived from instances of past experience" (p. 37) serves as a 
means to filter and classify new situations encountered. However, as Widdowson 
indicates, " ... schemata do not tell us the whole story of language use .. .Interpretative 
procedures are needed to exploit schematic knowledge and bring it to bear on particular 
instances of use" (p. 40). The purpose of discourse domain, as Douglas explains, hence 
becomes "the alignment and adjustment of interlocutors' schemata so that they are close 
enough to each other that each interlocutor is satisfied that understanding has been 
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achieved" (Douglas, 2004, p. 29). This way, discourse domain remains the key 
construct dealing with the part of interaction that situates language learners (indeed, all 
language users, as Douglas points out) in a communicative event, and without this 
domain, schematic knowledge or language knowledge may not be appropriately engaged. 
In the context of specific purpose language testing, Douglas (2000) has explicitly 
pointed out the link between discourse domains and situational and linguistic context, 
indicating the paramount importance of providing 'clear, appropriate, and sufficient' 
contextualization cues in specific purpose language testing (p. 46). As he puts it, 
if cues provided in the test are sufficient to engage the intended discourse domain in 
test takers, then interpretations of test performance as indications of specific purpose 
language ability will be more likely to be valid; if the cues are insufficient, 
inappropriate, or unclear, and the test takers interpret the context in unintended ways, 
or simply flounder, then it will be difficult for test users to make valid interpretations 
of performance since they will not know with any certainty how the test takers were 
interpreting the contextual cues in the test (Douglas, 2000, p. 47). 
The sufficiency of contextualization cues becomes the basis for engaging the intended 
discourse domain in test takers, and only when the intended discourse domain is engaged, 
the intended language knowledge can be involved and elicited. In other words, the 
internal interpretation of context has an effect on the involvement of language ability, thus 
having an effect on test validity. As Douglas (2000) notes, "the key point concerning the 
engagement of appropriate discourse domains in LSP testing is not that it will result in a 
better performance, but that it will produce a performance more easily interpretable as 
evidence of [the intended] language ability" (p. 47). 
Discourse domain therefore should be included as part of the authenticity 
investigation for four reasons: 1) it is part of how authenticity is defined; it is that 
'interpretative procedure of making sense' (Widdowson, 1979), 2) it can reveal part of the 
situational authenticity because it investigates language learners' internal interpretation of 
context, 3) it offers a link between situational authenticity and interactiveness, and 
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compensates the lack of the role context play in Bachman's approach to define 
interactional part of authenticity, and 4) it provides a basis for language use and 
production. As such, it has an effect on the ability engaged and performed; that is, it has 
an effect on interactiveness, another part of authenticity. In addition, the investigation of 
discourse domain corresponds to the investigation of situational authenticity from the 
perceptive of test takers. Bachman has indicated that investigating situational 
authenticity from different perspectives is a must, since different groups of people might 
have different interpretations. This on the one hand reinforces the nature of context as 
co-constructed in interaction with discourse domain, and on the other hand, points out the 
importance of interpretation in assessing situational authenticity. 
Another problem arises in research methodology, because it has proven to be 
difficult to determine which cues language users are actually attending to in a 
communicative event. The variation in attention exists both between and within 
individuals from moment to moment, and different individuals may have different 
expectations and interpretations of the salient features of a communicative event due to 
different background knowledge (Douglas, 2000, p. 45). It is an unobservable mental 
construct that internally interprets context in a dynamic, constantly changing, highly 
personal, and even to some degree unconscious way (p. 44). The research methodology 
Douglas and Selinker used for studying discourse domains has been primarily one of 
recording communicative events (either naturally occurring or experimentally contrived), 
in which participants were asked to review the recordings and comment on their 
performance (Douglas, 2004, p. 30). The framework of task characteristics, on the other 
hand, may also be used a basis for investigating this external context, since the context 
interpreted by the learners should consist of the same set of critical features like those in 
the external context. The introspection method along with the task characteristic 
framework thus may be one way to tackle the notion of discourse domain in the study of 
authenticity. 
Methods for investigating discourse domain as part of authenticity 
Discourse domain as part of authenticity thus can be defined as the degree of 
------- -- ------ -- --
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correspondence of a discourse domain engaged in a given test task to the intended 
discourse domain in the TLU situation. One way to investigate this correspondence is to 
investigate how learners perceive context, as defined by setting, participants, purpose, 
content, tone, language, norms of interaction, and genre, in relation to their TLU domain. 
The aspect of rubric and input in Bachman and Palmer's (1996) task characteristic 
framework can be used as a basis for the investigation; however, the input characteristics 
in their framework is mostly language-oriented. Douglas (2000) modified their 
framework in a way that keeps the components of context he proposed as a complete set 
of input features in assessing LSP tasks. This way he changes the emphasis of the 
framework from language-oriented to context-focused. This development is crucial for 
investigating authenticity. In addition, Douglas implemented the concept of indigenous 
assessment criteria (Jacoby, 1998) and added one more aspect, characteristics of 
assessment, into the framework. Douglas views this implementation as extremely 
important for designing and evaluating LSP tasks. After all, merely comparing task 
content and method with the TLU can not guarantee that test takers' performances are 
rated and interpreted the same as those in the TLU. The aspect of assessment features 
thus is critical for investigating second language tasks. Table 2.6 outlines Douglas' LSP 
task characteristics framework. 
Table 2.6: Douglas' (2000) LSP task characteristics framework 
Characteristics of the rubric 
Specification of objective 
Procedures for responding 
Structure of the communicative event 
Number of tasks 
Relative importance of tasks 
Distinction between tasks 
Time allotment 
Evaluation 
Criteria for correctness 
Rating procedures 
Characteristics of the input 
Prompt 
Features of the LSP context 
Setting 
Participants 
Purpose 
Form and content 
Tone 
Language 
Norms of interaction 
Genre 
Problem to be addressed 
Input data 
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Format (visual, audio, vehicle of delivery, length) 
Level of authenticity 
Situational 
Interactional 
Characteristics of the expected response 
Format (written, oral, physical) 
Type of response (selected, limited production, extended production) 
Response content (nature of language, background knowledge) 
Level of authenticity 
Situational 
Interactional 
Relationship between input and response 
Reactivity (reciprocal, non-reciprocal, adaptive) 
Scope of relationship (broad, narrow) 
Directness of relationship (direct, indirect) 
Characteristics of assessment 
Construct definition 
Criteria for correctness 
Rating procedures 
The assessment component consists of a construct definition, a set of assessment 
criteria, and a set of procedures for rating and scoring the performance. Construct 
definition refers to a theoretical statement describing what aspects of specific purpose 
language ability are to be measured and are necessary for performing TLU tasks. It 
needs to reflect the realities of the TLU situation based on theoretical understandings of 
what it means to know a language. Criteria for correctness are the 'operationalization of 
the construct' according to Douglas, which are based on an analysis of indigenous 
assessment criteria (Jacoby, 1998). Such criteria are defined as "[criteria] used by 
subject specialists in assessing the communicative performances of apprentices in 
academic and vocational fields" (Douglas, 2000, p.68). These often highly-specific 
criteria, however, may not always be entirely appropriate for the new context; adaptations 
are required to fit the practical constraints of a test situation (p. 68). The rating 
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procedure is "a systematic set of procedures for carrying out the rating/scoring of the 
performance" (p. 74). It is important that both the criteria for correctness and rating 
procedures reflect the construct to be measured, otherwise, even "the most ingeniously 
devised test tasks will all be rendered meaningless" (p. 70). 
These developments of the task characteristics framework are crucial for 
investigating situational authenticity and discourse domain because both approaches to 
authenticity depend heavily upon the specification of the framework. Certainly, 
investigations of authenticity will change or expand depending on current understanding 
of task characteristics, second language interaction, and communicative language ability. 
Lewkowicz's outcome authenticity 
Lewkowicz (2000) proposes four aspects of problems underneath the current 
understanding and approaches to authenticity, and argues that investigating the 
authenticity of outcome is of paramount importance for understanding the correspondence 
across domains. Her inquiry reveals that the current method toward authenticity, the 
task characteristic framework, is not entirely and clearly specified, and suggests that 
investigating different parts of authenticity may be necessary. The perspective of test 
outcome, therefore, is included in this study as part of authenticity investigation. The 
four aspects of problems are outline in Table 2.7. 
Outstanding questions of authenticity 
The first and second aspects of the problems are associated with one of the current 
methods toward authenticity-the task characteristic framework that Bachman and 
Palmer (1996) outlined. The first set of questions proposes that Bachman and Palmer 
did not clearly specify 1) which critical features can distinguish authentic from 
non-authentic test tasks, 2) the relative importance of each characteristic, 3) to what 
extent a task can be perceived as authentic, and 4) how to realize the critical features 
identified during the planning stage in the test development process. These questions 
regarding identifying task characteristics certainly point out some of the insufficiencies of 
the framework for investigating authenticity, but they also reveal some other issues. The 
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problem of authenticity is that it is not an either-or concept; it is a relative quality that lies 
on a continuum. A task thus should be described as 'relatively more' or 'relatively less' 
authentic rather than 'authentic' and 'inauthentic' according to Bachman and Palmer (p. 
28). Another problem is that investigating the authenticity of a given test task has to do 
with good correspondence of a collection of characteristics from all the five aspects, not 
certain features alone. The richer and more sufficient the critical contextualization cues 
are provided, the higher the possibility they can be recognized (Douglas, 2000). 
Therefore, the dichotomous view of authenticity may not be appropriate, and authenticity 
should be determined by a collection of critical features rather than certain especially 
critical features alone. Nevertheless, although Bachman and Palmer indicate that 
authenticity is a relative quality on a continuum, they indeed did not specify what degree 
of correspondence on that continuum is considered to be appropriately authentic. 
Table 2.7: Outstanding questions of authenticity (Lewkowicz, 2000) 
Aspects of 
problem 
The clarity of 
the task 
characteristic 
framework 
Unsolved questions of authenticity 
1. Which characteristics are critical for distinguishing authentic from 
non-authentic test tasks? 
2. Are some of these characteristics more critical than others? 
3. What degree of correspondence is needed for test tasks and TLU tasks to be 
perceived as authentic? 
4. How can test developers ensure that the critical characteristics identified at 
the test specification stage are present in the resultant test tasks and not 
'eroded' in the process of test development? 
The adaptability 5. 
of the task 
Can critical characteristics be identified for all tests, that is, general purpose 
as well as specified purpose language tests? 
characteristic 
framework 
Outcome/ 
constituents of 
authenticity 
Perception to 
authenticity 
6. If so, do they need to be identified for both general and specific purpose 
tests?' 
7. What are the constituents of test authenticity, and are each of the 
constituents equally important? 
8. Does the interaction arising from test tasks give rise to that intended by the 
test developers? 
9. To what extent can/do test tasks give rise to authentic-sounding output 
which allow for generalizations to be made about test takers' performance 
in the real world? 
10. How important is authenticity for the various stakeholders of a test? 
11. How do perceptions of authenticity differ among and between different 
stakeholders of a test? 
12. Does a perception of authenticity affect test takers' performance and, if so, 
in what ways? 
13. Does the importance attributed to authenticity depend on factors such as test 
takers' age, language proficiency, education level, strategic competence or 
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purpose for taking a test (whether it is a high or low stakes test)? 
14. Will perceived authenticity impact on classroom practices and if so, in what 
wa (s)? 
The second aspect of the problem points out the problem of the adaptability of the 
framework, questioning that not all the tasks can be specified or compared using the 
framework. The feasibility of the framework can certainly be the issue in general 
purpose language testing due to the restriction of the current understanding of language 
use and context; however, it is important to note that the test task and its TLU domain 
must be specified in the same way in order to investigate their correspondence. This is 
the heart of authenticity. The current framework may not be entirely developed, but 
without such a systematic framework, it is hard for any given test task to investigate its 
correspondence to the intended TLU domain. In other words, if a test task and its TLU 
domain are difficult or impossible to specify, the test task may not correspond well to its 
intended TLU situation or, more specifically, it may not even have a TLU situation to 
which to correspond. This gap will ultimately lead to the problem of test validity-test 
scores have nowhere to extrapolate other the test itself. 
The third aspect of the problem reveals two fundamental yet unrecognized problems 
of authenticity-the authenticity of test outcome and the multi-componential nature of 
authenticity. Lewkowicz indicates that the perceptions of test developers may not 
always match with the perceptions of stakeholders. Some studies have proven that 
perception of end-users can provide useful insights for determining the degree of 
authenticity in terms of task characteristics. Bachman (1991) perceives this aspect of 
investigation as the way to examine situational authenticity, whereas Lewkowicz 
emphasizes the importance of analyzing the actual language produced, that is, the test 
outcome should inform test authenticity. It is important to note that the outcome here 
refers to the actual response test takers produce in responding to the test task, not the 
cognitive engagement or individual characteristics involvement that happens between 
input and response. 
Lumley and Brown's (1998) study of oral discourse produced in response to prompts 
given as part of the Occupational English Test for Health Professionals also supports test 
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outcome to be a useful perspective. The study found that the authenticity of input may 
not always be predictable or detectable prior to the empirical investigation of the test 
outcome. The perceived authentic test input may become inauthentic after examining 
the authenticity of the outcome. This reflects Bachman and Palmer's (1996) proposal 
that test developers' estimates of authenticity and interactiveness are mostly guesses. 
Empirical investigation of test outcome hence becomes one essential way to validate 
those estimates. The study also found that insufficient background information of test 
input would restrict the authenticity of the language produced. Douglas (2000) looks at 
this issue from the perspective of social-cognitive interaction, indicating that sufficient 
contextualization cues are critical for test takers to engage their intended discourse 
domain, and only when the domain has been appropriately engaged, can the intended 
ability then be retrieved and affect performance. Lewkowicz, on the other hand, 
emphasizes directly the test outcome, arguing that the authenticity of input would affect 
the authenticity of language produced. In the Lumley and Brown (1998) study, test 
takers failed to sound as convincing and as authoritative as they were supposed to sound 
because they were not provided with sufficient background information about 'their 
patient.' This way, she includes the authenticity of the response such as spoken/written 
discourses as part of authenticity investigation. 
This aspect of the problem not only points out the importance of test outcome; it also 
raises questions as to whether interaction might potentially play a role in investigating 
authenticity. Although the question regarding interaction reflects the proposals of 
Widdowosn (1979), Bachman (1990), and Douglas (2000), Lewkowicz does not specify 
what kind of interaction is intended or how to investigate such interaction. Lewkowicz 
also suspects that authenticity may be made up by constituent parts such as authenticity of 
input and outcome according to Lumley and Brown's (1998) study; however, what the 
parts are is not understood or specified. 
The final set of questions attempts to reveal the importance of investigating the 
perceptions of stakeholders5 to re-examining the significance of authenticity: how 
5 Stakeholders refer to a variety of individuals who will be affected by and thus have an interest 
in the use of a test; test takers, the test users, or decision makers are those directly affected. 
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important authenticity is perceived by various stakeholders, how the perceptions may 
differ among and between different stakeholders, and if certain individual characteristics 
of stakeholders, for example, test takers, are important indicators of this variation. 
Questions arise as to whether stakeholders value authenticity as much as test developers 
and testing theorists, how different they are, and what the underlying factors might be. 
This aspect of research can reveal another kind of mismatch; investigating perceptions of 
various groups with diverse backgrounds can uncover the mismatch between groups, and 
this certainly can contribute to the current understanding of authenticity. Lewkowicz's 
study of test takers' perceptions of authenticity, for example, found that their perceptions 
of authenticity do vary and authenticity is not necessarily an important attribute for test 
takers. However, this mismatch between language testing experts and other stakeholders 
does not necessarily mean authenticity is not important to the stakeholders. It was found 
in her study that there is a relationship between perception and language ability-students 
who scored in the top third were more likely than those who scored within the bottom 
third to identify the more authentic test as assessing more of their ability to use the target 
language. This on the one hand shows that language proficiency may be one of the 
factors affecting the variation of perceptions. On the other hand, it points out the fact 
that test takers with lower language ability are unable to distinguish what the traits are in 
the TLU domain. This may suggest that it is not that test takers perceive authenticity as 
unimportant; on the contrary, the problem may be their inability to recognize it. 
Lewkowicz also questions the effect of perceived authenticity on test takers' 
performance. The empirical data have shown that perceived authenticity does not 
necessarily lead to a better or more target-like performance (Douglas, 2000; Lewkowicz, 
1997). However, as Douglas (2000) clarifies, the purpose of achieving authenticity is 
not that "it will result a better performance, but that it will produce a performance more 
easily interpretable as evidence of specific purpose language ability" (p. 47). Finally, 
Lewkowicz concludes her questions regarding perception of authenticity with the issue of 
the impact of perceived authenticity on classroom practices. She classifies the issue as a 
marked absence of authenticity in discussion of washback (the impact of tests on teaching) 
and proposes that investigating the impact of authentic assessment on authentic 
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achievement implies a mutual dependence between the two. 
To conclude, there are three underlying assumptions of these questions: 1) the task 
characteristics framework does provide a method to investigate authenticity even though 
it may sometimes be problematic and not always adequate and practical; 2) test 
authenticity is made up by constituent parts, within which parts may affect one another, 
and the degree of authenticity may not be determined without specifying the 
correspondence of each part to their intended domain with the support of empirical 
evidence; and 3) investigating perceptions toward authenticity is important to 
understanding more about this notion, the factors behind the variety of perceptions, and 
its impact on teaching. In the end, Lewkowicz advocates the significance of empirical 
research, suggesting that discussions of authenticity "need to be empirically based to 
inform what has until now been a predominantly theoretical debate" (p. 53). In order to 
systematically address the questions posited, it is necessary to move forward from the 
theoretical debate to one that is based on research findings. 
Outcome authenticity 
Outcome authenticity thus refers to the authenticity of test takers' responses, that is, 
the authenticity of the language elicited as a result of the input, not the construct to be 
measured or the validity of score interpretation. The outcome is important because with 
open-ended questions such as essays or oral interviews, test setters do not control the 
outcome: test setters can try to match the test characteristics in terms of situational 
authenticity and interactional authenticity when setting the test, but the extent to which 
the outcome is authentic will be determined by the test taker, not the setter. Also, it is 
possible that test takers conceive the input of a test as highly authentic but the outcome as 
of limited authenticity according to Lumley and Brown's (1998) study. Outcome 
therefore can refer to two things, the actual language produced by test takers and how test 
takers perceive the authenticity of their performance. It may be valuable to investigate 
both aspects of outcome to understand more about authenticity. 
Investigating outcome reflects Widdowson's (1979) suggestion that authenticity is 
established when there is an appropriate/authentic response of the receiver to the text. 
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This implies th t examining the appropriateness of response may inform the degree of 
authenticity. t is also important to note that discourse plays a critical role in interaction 
between test t ers, discourse, and context. It can reveal parts of language use in real 
life, and so it s ould not be neglected. The methodology that Douglas (2000) suggests 
to context-base research focuses on investigating the interlanguage talk or writing 
(primary data) nd the commentary on the primary data (secondary data). The concept 
of primary and secondary data is similar to the investigation of outcome authenticity 
described. L ley and Brown' (1998) analysis of interview discourse has also proven 
insightful for u derstanding the authenticity of outcome. Although Lewkowicz does not 
specify the met odological or theoretical foundation of it, the characteristics of expected 
response inclu ed in the task characteristics framework proposed by Bachman and 
Palmer's (1996 and Douglas' (2000) may provide a way to examine the actual test 
outcome. 
Defining auth nticity for the study 
Achieving authenticity means to capture the essence of real life language use in 
language teach'ng or testing. This requires an understanding of task characteristics 
(features of the context) of a non-test domain and its interactive nature involving the 
language abiliti s of language users in that domain. In other words, for a test developer 
to claim that a iven test task is authentic, it has to be demonstrated that it not only 
reflects the crit' cal features of its TLU domain, but it also can simulate interaction close 
to that of the d main. It is in this way that authenticity describes the relationship of the 
test task to the omain to which score interpretations are to be generalized. Describing 
authenticity in olves two kinds of adequate relationships: the correspondence of the 
characteristics f test tasks to the features of TLU tasks (Bachman, 1990, 1991; Bachman 
and Palmer, 19 6) and the interaction between test takers, test tasks/context, and 
discourse. Th interaction consists of two parts of cognitive engagements: the 
engagement of he interpretative procedure of making sense (Widdowson, 1979), that is, 
the internal int rpretation of the authenticity of the context of language users or test takers 
(Douglas, 2000 , and the involvement of language users' individual characteristics in 
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accomplishing est tasks (Bachman, 1990, 1991; Bachman and Palmer, 1996). The 
sufficiency oft ese relationships and engagements provides evidence that score 
interpretations eneralize beyond performance on the test to language use in the TLU 
domain, that is, evidence for the validity of test use. 
Figure 2.1 integrates the perspectives on authenticity described above by illustrating 
the different p s of authenticity and how they interact with each other in an engaged or 
ideal test/task t 'ng process. First, contextualization cues that correspond well to the 
intended TLU omain must be sufficiently provided. This requires test takers or 
language users o situate themselves in the testing context. In assessing this context with 
the use of strat gic competence, test takers create a discourse domain. In that domain, 
they retrieve th ir language knowledge and topical knowledge to deal with the problems 
addressed in th Along with this process, test takers' other individual 
characteristics e involved. There is an intricate interaction between discourse domain, 
strategic comp tence, and other individual characteristics (including topical/content 
knowledge, Ian uage knowledge, and affective schemata): strategic competence assesses 
the context in r lation to past experience or schemata then creates discourse domain; 
when learners ake sense of the context, they then can activate the intended language 
knowledge. hese interactions will finally lead to language production. The 
subsequent dis ourse or responses can then become the language input of the context and 
interact with th language user all over again. 
Involvement within language users 
Individual 
characteristics 
of language 
users, including 
language 
knowledge 
Figure 2.1: Asp cts of authenticity in a task/test taking process 
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Authenticity therefore involves five inter-related aspects: TLU tasks, test tasks, 
learner perception, learner involvement, and actual response. The test tasks that learners 
interact with in the task taking process in Figure 1 should correspond strongly to the TLU 
tasks in terms of task characteristics. These test tasks then need to engage learners not 
only so that their individual characteristics become highly involved, but also that they 
interpret the test tasks as corresponding to the TLU situation. Finally, the actual 
responses produced by the learners must contain critical features like those in the 
expected response in the TLU situation. Table 2.8 outlines the five aspects of 
authenticity and each of their descriptions. 
Table 2.8: The five aspects of authenticity 
Aspects 
TLUtask 
Test task 
Learner 
Interpretation 
Learner 
involvement 
Learner 
response 
Authenticity indicated by ••• 
The extent to which critical features of TLU tasks can be defined, including 
rubric, input, expected response, relationship between input and response 
(interactiveness), and assessment 
The extent to which critical features of test tasks are defined + the degree of 
correspondence of the characteristics of the test task to features of a TLU task 
The extent to which learners interpret the test task as corresponding to the TLU 
task (Learner's evaluation of task's situational authenticity). 
The extent to which learner's individual characteristics are engaged in the task 
corresponds to an intended engagement in TLU 
The extent to which the features of actual response corresponds to that of the 
expected response in the TLU 
Method for investigating authenticity 
The conceptual framework for authenticity outlined in Table 2.8 provides a basis to 
investigate the degree of correspondence between the four LEI speaking tasks and their 
TLU situation. The authenticity of the four LEI tasks will be analyzed in the following 
ways: first, the LEI tasks and their target language use situation will be specified and 
compared using the task characteristic framework. Learner perception of LEI tasks will 
be obtained and analyzed using the same framework. Interactiveness will be 
investigated based on learner answers to the logical evaluation questions for 
interactiveness. Finally, language production in the LEI tasks will be collected and 
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analyzed using a discourse analysis approach, and learner perceptions of the outcome will 
be understood based on the aspect of expected responses in the task characteristics 
framework. 
Research questions 
The following are the specific research questions this study is intended to address: 
1. What is the target language use (TLU) situation of the four LEI tasks? 
2. To what extent do characteristics of each LEI task correspond to features of the TLU 
situation? 
3. To what extent do learners perceive each LEI task as corresponding to the TLU 
domain? 
4. To what extent does involvement of learners' individual characteristics in each LEI 
task correspond to their intended involvement in the TLU situation? 
5. To what extent do learners' actual responses in each LEI task correspond to their usual 
responses in the TLU situation? 
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CHAPTER 3. MATERIALS AND METHODS 
Authenticity is a complex, multi-componential concept; it involves judgmental and 
empirical investigation of the internal and external interactions between traits of learners 
and the critical features of a task. In order to understand and trace these interactions 
fully, a qualitative approach to research is needed. Thus, a small number of participants 
was selected for this study. This way the researcher can lead and facilitate the 
participants' detailed introspection and evaluation of their own interactions with each of 
the tasks. This chapter first reports the personal characteristics of the participants and 
the rationale for selecting them. Second, it provides a general overview of the materials 
and explains why these materials were selected, and describes the procedures of the 
investigation and the design and uses of the questionnaires. Finally, it describes how the 
research questions were addressed by the proposed methods of investigating authenticity 
and how they can be analyzed. 
Participants 
Five ESL students from the Intensive English and Orientation Program (IEOP) at 
Iowa State University volunteered as participants for this study: three females and two 
males. Since investigating authenticity requires a lot of reflection and descriptions of 
complex and abstract notions related to mental processes and perceptions, only those who 
speak Mandarin Chinese as their native language, like the researcher, were asked to 
volunteer for this study. This way, communication between the researcher and the 
participants in this research was mainly conducted in Chinese, including the description 
of the research procedure, the content of the questionnaires, the interviews, and the verbal 
introspection. Participants thus were able to communicate freely with the researcher 
about their concerns, opinions, perceptions, and engagement using their native language, 
and this greatly facilitated the data collection for the study. 
Participants were all from Taiwan and are currently attempting to improve their 
English by studying in a language institution in the US; they are in the US either for 
personal career advancement or advanced academic studies. They all learned English as 
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a subject in secondary schools in Taiwan, in which they received approximately two- to 
five-hours of formal English instruction per week for six years. The instruction mainly 
focused on grammar and reading. Participants generally had had very little chance to 
hear or use English for communication outside the classroom. Each participant's 
personal characteristics are summarized in Table 3 .1. 
Table 3.1: Participants' personal characteristics 
Name6 Gender Age Education in Taiwan/ Prior length of Future plans 
Major sta~ in the US 
Wen Male 21 Junior in university 1 year US college 
Communication Family immigration 
Ling Female 21 Junior college graduate 1 year US college 
Graphic design 
Chen Male 26 University graduate 7 months US graduate school 
City design 
Tsui Female 24 University graduate 7 months US graduate school 
Economics 
Hsin Female 31 2-year college graduate 2 months Find a job back home 
Business after one year of study 
Materials 
Longman English Interactive (LEI) is a multi-level, CD-ROM-based general English 
learning program. It provides video, audio, animations, and extensive practice activities, 
including role-plays. Level three (intermediate) was chosen for this study. 
Intermediate LEI claims to facilitate learners' development of essential language skills 
and real world communication strategies, including how to make social plans, respond to 
news, propose ideas, express certainty and uncertainty, ask follow-up questions, and ask 
for and give opinions. It is organized into three four-unit modules, and includes one 
quiz for each unit, one test for each module, and one end-of-level test, for a total of 16 
examinations. Each unit contains a variety of instruction for listening, speaking, 
grammar, vocabulary, and reading. This study focuses on four speaking tasks: 
multiple-choice questions (task 1) and role-plays (task 2) in the learning section, and 
multiple-choice questions (task 3) and drag-and-drop (task 4) in quiz section. One unit 
about making and responding to requests was chosen for this investigation (see Appendix 
6 The names used in this study are pseudonames. 
----------
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A for LEI course outline, learning content, and task samples). 
Questionnaires 
The interactiveness questionnaire (see Appendix B), derived from logical evaluation 
questions for interactiveness (Bachman and Palmer, 1996, p. 152-153), was designed to 
gather evidence about participants' task taking processes and the degree of involvement 
of their individual characteristics. This questionnaire includes rating scales and 
open-ended questions. The questions were used to guide students to self-report their 
task-taking process and their comments about the tasks. The interpretation questionnaire 
(see Appendix C), adapted from Bachman and Palmer's as well as Douglas' task 
characteristic framework (see Appendix D), was designed to obtain participants' 
interpretation of the context in relation to the TLU situation. An outcome questionnaire 
(see Appendix E), derived from the task characteristic framework, was designed to 
understand how learners perceive their own performance in relation to their actual 
performance in the TLU. The interpretation and outcome questionnaires include only 
rating scales. This was designed to gather evidence about the extent of the perceived 
correspondence. All of the questionnaires were translated into Chinese to facilitate 
participants' self-reports. The interactiveness table (in Appendix B) explains how 
questions match with the logical evaluation questions, and the interpretation table (in 
Appendix C) describes how questions go with the features in the task characteristic 
framework. 
Procedures 
At the beginning of spring semester, 2004, five ESL students were contacted through 
email and asked to participate in the study. The purpose and procedures of the study 
were explained to each candidate individually face to face. All of them agreed to 
participate in the study. Each participant then met with the researcher individually two 
times, and each appointment lasted for about 1-2 hours. The communication between 
the researcher and the participants in each appointment was conducted mainly in Chinese, 
including the explanation, questionnaires, interview, and discussion. In the first session, 
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participants were asked to work on a speaking section of LEI in an assigned unit, which 
contains three pages of content learning and two online practice tasks (4 multiple-choice 
questions and 2 role-plays) on the web. After each task, they were asked to recall their 
task-taking processes, complete two sets of questionnaires, and explain their 
questionnaire answers. In the second session, participants were asked to complete two 
online test tasks (3 multiple-choice questions and 3 drag-and-drop questions) in the unit 
quiz. After each test task, they were asked to recall their task-taking processes, finish 
two sets of questionnaires, and explain their questionnaire answers. Task performances 
including mouse movement and oral discourse were recorded using Camtasia, a screen 
capture program; this way, participants would not feel uncomfortable while working on 
these tasks. 
Data Analysis 
The data analysis centers around five research questions. The analysis consisted of 
a set of judgmental and empirical analyses of workplace communication and the four 
tasks from the four perspectives indicated under 'components of authenticity' in Table 
3.2. 
Table 3.2: Research questions (RQs) associated with methods of analyzing authenticity 
~ Unit Exercises Unit Quiz TLU Task 1 Task 2 Task3 Task4 Workplace oral multiple- Role-play Multiple- Drag-and- communication: c d choice choice drop Give/follow 0 questions questions instructions 
Task Characteristics RQ2 RQ2 RQ2 RQ2 RQl 
Learner interpretation RQ3 RQ3 RQ3 RQ3 RQl 
Learner Involvement RQ4 RQ4 RQ4 RQ4 RQl 
Learner response 
RQ5 RQ5 RQ5 RQ5 RQl 
For the first research question, the target language use situation (TLU) of the four 
LEI tasks was identified by analyzing the situations depicted in the tasks. The language 
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of these situations was described by reviewing studies related to workplace oral 
communication, discourse/conversation structure, and request speech acts. From those 
theoretical and empirical studies, it is possible to understand how people use language to 
communicate in workplace in general, how people structure their talk and, more 
specifically, how they perform request acts. The review was used as a basis to fill out 
the TLU task characteristic framework adapted from Bachman & Palmer (1996) and 
Douglas (2000). The result of this analysis was then used to examine the remaining 
findings. 
For the second research question, the correspondence of task characteristics between 
the four LEI tasks and the TLU task was examined through completion of three task 
characteristic frameworks, adapted from Bachman & Palmer (1996) and Douglas (2000), 
one each for three types of tasks: multiple-choice questions (task 1 and 3 are both MC 
questions), role-plays (task 2), and drag-and-drop questions (task 4). These frameworks 
were compared with the TLU framework, and the match and mismatch of task 
characteristics between the four LEI speaking tasks and the TLU situation were revealed. 
The third research question, regarding learners' perceptions (internal interpretation 
of context) of each LEI task in relation to the TLU situation, was obtained by analyzing 
learner ratings to the interpretation questionnaire for each task. This questionnaire 
investigates how participants interpret (rate) each characteristic of each LEI task as 
corresponding to the TLU situation. This revealed how participants perceive each task 
and how well each task characteristic of each task was perceived as corresponding to the 
TLU situation. 
The fourth research question, regarding the involvement of learners' individual 
characteristics in each LEI task and their correspondence to learners' normal engagement 
in the TLU situation, was investigated through the completion of Bachman and Palmer's 
(1996, p. 152-153) logical evaluation questions for interactiveness. This was based on 
detailed analyses of learner ratings, self-reports, and answers to the interactiveness 
questionnaire. The extent and type of the learner involvement in each task were 
identified and described. 
For the fifth research question, learner responses in each LEI task and their 
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correspondence to the TLU were addressed by analyzing learner discourses in the four 
tasks and their answers to the interpretation questionnaire. This was to understand the 
extent to which features of learners' actual responses correspond to the features of their 
usual TLU responses and how learners perceive their own performance in each task in 
relation to their normal performance in the TLU. The actual responses for 
multiple-choice questions (task 1 and 3) and drag-and-drop (task 4), however, were not 
analyzed because these tasks do not provide a room for learners to actually produce 
language. Therefore, only the role-play task requiring actual language production was 
analyzed using a discourse analysis approach (Schiffrin, 1994). Language produced in 
role-plays was recorded and transcribed. Features representing a typical conversation in 
real life listed in the first research question were used as criteria to evaluate participants' 
performance in this task. Learner perceptions of their own performance in each task in 
relation to their normal performance in the TLU were also analyzed and reported. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter answers the five research questions in order, starting with the 
description of the TLU situation of the four LEI tasks. Next, the four LEI tasks and their 
correspondence to the TLU situation are analyzed to address the second research question. 
The chapter then reports the findings of the correspondences between each LEI task and 
the TLU task in terms of task characteristics, learner perception, learner involvement, and 
learner performance from the learners' perspectives. The findings provide the answers 
to the third, fourth, and fifth research question. 
Target Language Use (TLU) Situation of the four LEI tasks 
This section describes the TLU situation of the four LEI tasks to address the first 
research question. Since the speaking section of the unit aims to teach request acts, and 
the context set up for the LEI course is the communication among colleagues and a 
supervisor in an office setting, the TLU domain is thus defined as following and giving 
instructions in the workplace. The analysis of the TLU situation is based on literature 
that deals with oral workplace communication, discourse/conversation structure, and 
request speech acts. The result of the TLU situation analysis is organized around the 
task characteristics framework; each characteristic of the TLU situation is described and 
explained. In addition, not all of the features listed in the framework can be found in the 
literature searched; yet those not found can be understood from the existing findings. A 
detailed TLU situation summary in the format of the task characteristic framework is 
displayed in Appendix F. Features underlined in the framework show a direct support 
from the review, and those not underlined are derived from the researcher's analysis 
based on the studies. 
Rubric 
The aspects of the TLU task relevant to analysis of the task rubric are the task 
objective, procedure for responding, task structure (number of tasks, relative importance, 
and task distinction), time allotment, and methods of evaluation. Guidelines and 
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instructions like these are mostly implicit and considered as tacit rules; only in some cases 
they become explicit and can even be displayed on the bulletin board. In the workplace, 
the objectives people tend to have are to get things done through speech in order to 
accomplish occupational activities, to learn new skills, and to create relationships with 
others through the coordinated efforts of two or more individuals (Crosling and Ward, 
2002; Van Hom, 1995; Louhiala-Salminen, 2002; Holmes, 2004; Boden, 1994; Gumperz, 
1982). The response procedure of this kind of conversation often "occurs spontaneously 
and, in most cases ... content cannot be planned" (Crosling and Ward, 2002, p. 49). 
Such communication is created through embedding, in which meaning is embedded in 
ongoing action (Charles, 1996, p.21; Boden 1994), and consists of initiation, development, 
and ending (Charles, 1996, p. 21). The number and the relative importance of tasks 
tends to vary, but the task distinction between communicative events/tasks was found to 
be "explicitly tied with the preceding spoken or written text and/or anticipate the 
subsequent one" (Louhiala-Salminen, 2002). The time allotment (the pace) of 
communicative events is often very fast, in which there seldom is any time to do outlining, 
planning or drafting (Louhiala-Salminen, p. 226). The conversation usually happens 
under pressing conditions of time and space (Boden, 1994). Holmes' (2004) study of 
small talk in the workplace also found that such verbal exchange is often "brief, 
automatic, intense, and typically sporadic" (p.22). During such conversation, people 
tend to judge each other implicitly with their own criteria from time to time; however, the 
criteria and procedure of evaluation most of the time are not explicitly written or 
presented in the workplace to guide each individual. 
Input 
The aspects of the TLU task relevant to analysis of the task input are setting, 
participants, purpose, form and content, tone, language (grammatical, textual, functional, 
sociolinguistic, and topical), norms of interaction, genre, problem to be addressed, and 
format (channel, form, language, length, type, speed, vehicle). The TLU task can take 
place in numerous settings: when two people meet for the first time in a day, at tea breaks, 
and at lunchtime, and/or on the telephone, at a work station, on the sales floor, at 
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doorways, in formal meetings, on factory floors, in corridors, at the cafeteria, in pairs and 
in groups, from the boardroom to the janitor's closet (Boden, 1994, p.1). Participants in 
the workplace have to be people engaged in concrete and specific situation of social 
action (Boden, 1994). They need to understand the statues of both parties in the 
relationship, previously constructed knowledge, experience, and assumptions they share 
(Crosling and Ward's, 2002, p.43) in order to converse appropriately. The purposes for 
which participants usually communicate are to update understanding constantly, to get 
feedback, and to transmit and transform information and meaning through talk (Tacey, 
1975; Boden, 1994), which usually ends when a mutually beneficial goal is achieved 
(Schiffrin, 1994; Tacey, 1975). Also, the norms of interaction between participants in 
the TLU are based on their understanding of business norms, cultural and institutional 
values (sociolinguistics aspect of language), and/or specific background information of 
an organization (topical knowledge), such as the nature of business, purposes for 
operating, and power structures in an organization (Crosling and Ward's, p.43; Gimenez, 
p.188, Camavale et al., 1990, p.34). The form of business negotiation/interaction is 
mainly conversation, and the content is mostly topic-oriented (Charles, 1996, p.21). The 
tone is usually informal in nature (Crosling and Ward; Louhiala-Salminen). It is often 
very close to everyday language spoken by the general public (Pickett, 1986); yet is 
"more censured" than communication in academic environments. The American style of 
business interaction tends to be "direct, locally coherent throughout, and reiterated," 
(Garcez, 1993, p. 106) yet this may differ from styles of other cultures. Problems to be 
addressed are usually work-related and directly assigned to the participants. The format 
of the conversation always involves aural language in a 'live' situation, occurring in a fast 
speed. Production can be either limited or extended. 
The textual aspect of language used in a conversation usually involves five basic 
organizational systems: tumtaking, adjacency pair, repair (Schiffrin, 1994), preference 
organization, and topic management (Lazaraton, 2002). The tumtaking system is the 
most obvious aspect of conversational organization as it allows ordered opinions to 
operate in tum-by-tum interaction. To take turns, one participant may signal the other 
via pauses, eye contact, intonation, thought groups, facial expressions, body language, 
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and so on. The adjacency pair is the basic structural unit of conversational organization. 
It consists of a first-pair-part, and an adjacent, conditionally relevant second-pair-part, 
produced by different speakers such as question-answer, request-acceptance/denial, 
summons-responses, and so on. The effectiveness of tumtaking relies on the operation 
of adjacently organized turns at talk; immediate and appropriate response keeps 
conversation going smoothly and to stay on track, discourse markers like oh, un-huh, mm 
hmm, well, you know, I think, and so on are usually used to signal for taking turns. 
Repair operates to remedy trouble situations in conversation and consists of problem 
acknowledgment and actual correction; it can be either self or other initiated and repaired. 
Reference organization refers to the opportunity given to participants to select sequence 
and tum type when responding to the first-pair-part of the adjacency pair. Topic 
management, containing topic maintenance and shift, are achieved by participants' 
interactive preference selection while they take turns. 
For both parties to cooperate to co-construct a dynamic interactive conversation, 
they need to have equal opportunities to take turns as well as to initiate turns (Boden, 
1994), so they both can truly become autonomous parts of the talk. In order to achieve 
these actions, language used in workplace communication would involve every aspect of 
functional language: ideational (exchange information of what to do), manipulative (get 
people to do things, set rules of how to do, and establish, maintain, change interpersonal 
relationship), and heuristic aspect (problem-solving). Accordingly, such workplace 
conversation would require a medium range of general and office/business related 
vocabulary, and a medium range of organized syntax structures and pronunciation, 
intonation (grammatical aspect of language). 
Expected response 
The aspects of the TLU task that are relevant to analysis of the expected response are 
format (channel, form, language, length, type, speededness, vehicle), and content 
(language and content). Participants in the TLU situation have to converse using aural 
language in a live (vehicle) and fast speed like that of the input to co-construct a smooth 
conversation. The response type can be either limited or extended production. The 
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response content is mostly topic-oriented and it has to consider the setting, the 
relationship between participants, previously shared experience, and business/culture 
norms (topical and sociolinguistic aspect of language). The textual aspect of the 
expected response needs to fit in the TLU organizational system, in which participants 
have to take turns to talk at an appropriate pace. The language involves some 
ideational, manipulative, or heuristic functions and the use of general and 
workplace-related vocabulary, syntax, pronunciation, and intonation. 
Interaction between input and response 
The aspects of the TLU task relevant to analysis of the interaction between input and 
response are reactivity, scope, and directness. It is found that TLU conversation is 
highly reciprocal because adaptation on both sides is a must for mutual comprehension to 
be achieved. The conversation cannot be planned; feedback and interaction among 
language users are required for it to continue. Scope, on the other hand, tends to vary in 
the TLU situation: the TLU task may contain either a lot of input or limited input that test 
takers are required to process in order to respond as expected. For the directness of 
relationship, the TLU tasks usually involve both direct and indirect relationships: 
participants need to converse depending on the input as well as their own topical 
knowledge to solve work-related tasks. 
Assessment 
The aspects of the TLU task relevant to analysis of the assessment are construct 
definition, criteria for correctness, and rating procedures. Construct definition is mostly 
specified by testing specialists with their knowledge of language and their assessment of 
the language ability required in the TLU domain. It is difficult to find an analysis of the 
construct underlying performance in the same TLU domain. Based on the analysis of 
the researcher, the following knowledge is required for language users in the TLU 
situation: language knowledge (general and office/business vocabulary; medium range of 
organized syntax structure, e.g. directives, imperatives, Wh-questions, and so on; 
pronunciation, intonation, stress), textual knowledge (cohesion and organization, e.g. 
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cohesive adjacency pair, proper tum taking, process/problem solving structure), 
functional knowledge (ideational, e.g. exchange information of what to do; manipulative, 
e.g. get people to do things, set rules of how to do things, and establish, maintain, or 
change interpersonal relationships; heuristic, e.g. problem-solving), sociolinguistic 
knowledge (appropriate use of dialect, register, expression, addressing, and institutional 
reference), strategic competence (goal setting, e.g. to understand job assignment, may 
question; assessment, e.g. thinking and evaluating job task and capability/time to do it, 
may question, negotiate, account, clarify, or suggest; planning, e.g. plan how to do the job, 
may discuss or question) and topical knowledge (profession knowledge, nature/purpose 
of business operation, company structure, power structure/relationship, institutional 
culture and norms). 
For criteria for correctness, the effectiveness of one's communication is usually 
measured in the responses/feedback one receives rather than the beauty of the lexicon one 
uses (Tacey, 1975). It is found that employers/colleagues are concerned with many 
things (indigenous criteria), including listening (comprehension of verbal instruction), 
speaking (articulation, pronunciation, appropriate language use, response, understand 
interaction norm, voice quality, body language, facial expression, tone), communication 
skills (ability to negotiate, express ideas orally, remedy misunderstanding), personal 
management (appearance, attitude, sense of responsibility, self-esteem, motivation, 
adaptability, critical thinking), interpersonal skills (cooperation skill and politeness, e.g. 
hedge, face, time of a tum, level of detail for discussion, selection of topic), profession 
(ability to carry out and accomplish the job task, professional knowledge, knowledge of 
business operation) and effort (Carnevale et al, 1991; Vetrano et al, 1995; Tacey, 1975). 
The rating procedure is often implicit in the situation, and language users are often 
evaluated by supervisors or colleagues from the first moment of their presence until the 
end of the task; feedback is often provided from the interlocutor throughout the process. 
Characteristics of LEI tasks and their correspondence to the TLU situation 
This section first defines the characteristics of the four LEI tasks based on the task 
characteristics framework, then analyzes the matches and mismatches between each task 
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and the TLU task in terms of rubric, input, expected response, interaction between input 
and response, and assessment to address the second research question. To what extent 
each of the tasks corresponds to the intended TLU domain is detected and discussed. 
The descriptions and comparisons start with task 1 and 3 (multiple-choice questions), 
then task 2 (role-play), and ends with task 4 (drag-and-drop). Matches and mismatches 
of each task with the TLU are reported in the tables 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3. A summary of 
comparisons of the four LEI tasks and the TLU is presented in table 4.4. Detailed 
analyses of characteristics of each task in the framework format are listed in Appendix G 
Task characteristics of multiple-choice questions (task 1 and 3) 
Tasks 1 and 3 aim to measure how well learners have acquired the language of the 
input. The procedure of responding is briefly explained, yet the aspects of task structure, 
time allotment, and evaluation are not clearly specified. Each task has three or four 
items, and each is displayed on the same webpage on the computer screen with the 'check 
answer' button at the end of the page. Each question consists of a very short dialog (two 
sentences) between two characters, a question to be answered, and three answer choices. 
Information about settings, participants (their relationships), specific situations, and 
purposes of dialogues is not provided. The characteristics of input language other than 
features of phonology and topical knowledge are generally included, though 
characteristics involved are fairly narrow. Since the response type is selected, the 
learner doesn't have to construct any linguistic meaning to respond. Interaction between 
input and response is non-reciprocal, narrow, and direct. The construct definition 
includes the ability to comprehend various aspects of language knowledge (except 
phonology) but does not include the ability to produce language with that knowledge. 
Criteria for correctness are not clearly specified. 
Correspondence between multiple-choice questions and TLU conversation 
The correspondence of MC tasks to the TLU is very limited. First, no obvious 
characteristic is matched between features of rubrics, expected response, and assessment. 
Second, though the task scope is partially matched, the characteristics of interaction are 
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overall poorly matched. Third, some characteristics of input are matched, but are not as 
many as those mismatched. On the whole, only 20% of the features are matched with 
the TLU. Table 4.1 summarizes the matches and mismatches of MC tasks to the TLU 
task. Comparisons of each characteristic in the five aspects are described and explained 
as follows: 
Table 4.1: Correspondence of characteristics of task 1, 3 to features of TLU tasks 
Characteristics 
Rubric 
Input 
Expected 
Response 
Interaction 
Assessment 
Match 
N/A 
Tone, grammatical (vocabulary and 
syntax), textual, functional 
knowledge, and sociolinguistics 
characteristics 
N/A 
Scope (partially) 
Construct definition (partially) 
Mismatch 
Objective, procedure for responding, task 
distinction, time 
Setting, participants, purpose, content and form, 
grammatical (range of vocabulary and syntax, 
pronunciation and intonation) and topical 
characteristics, norms of interaction, genre, 
problem to be addressed, and format 
Format and content 
Reactivity and directness 
Construct definition, criteria for correctness and 
rating procedures 
Rubric: None of the features matches with the TLU tasks. The purpose of these 
MC tasks is to elicit what learners know about language and its function, whereas the 
purpose of the TLU tasks is usually to complete a job task via the use of language. 
Language in the TLU task is used as a medium to talk about something (topical 
knowledge) and carry out goals and jobs, yet in learning/testing situations, language itself 
becomes the topic, the goal, and the job. For the procedure for responding, learners in 
the MC tasks are expected to read a dialogue and select an item among choices provided 
to answer a question about the language use of the dialogue. This is not related to what 
a real audience would normally do in the TLU task: make direct requests to another 
interlocutor and wait for a direct response back in a tum-taking structure that has a 
beginning, a middle, and an end. For the task distinction, each MC question is distinct 
and not related to each other whereas TLU tasks are found to be explicitly tied with the 
preceding text and/or to anticipate a subsequent one. For the time allotment, these MC 
tasks have no time constraints, while the tum transition in the TLU task are found to be 
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frequent, quick, automatic, and intense; there seldom is any time to do outlining, planning, 
or drafting. 
Input: Only one third of the features match with the TLU tasks. Those matched are 
mainly the linguistic aspect of the input used in the task: the grammatical aspect of 
language (except pronunciation) matches with the TLU situation as the task contains 
office-related vocabulary and a variety of directives, imperatives, and Wh- questions; the 
textual aspect matches for the task include cohesive adjacency pairs in tumtaking 
structures (even though there is just one and it is fairly short); the functional aspect 
matches for the task involves manipulative (e.g. get people to do things), ideational 
(exchange of information), and heuristic (problem-solving) functions. The 
sociolinguistic aspect generally matches with the TLU situation as the task uses relatively 
formal and standard English with some office setting references. In addition to the 
linguistic aspect, the tone of the language used in the task also reflects the tone used in the 
TLU tasks-direct, censured, and serious. Those that don't match are mostly due to the 
lack of specification of the contextual features and/or the misinterpretation of task format 
and structure. The TLU task usually takes place with a specific interlocutor for a 
specific purpose on a specific topic in a specific setting, while none of these is explicitly 
specified in the MC tasks. The features of the participants are especially critical because 
power relationships between interlocutors play an essential role in workplace 
communication; people converse differently based on status and previously shared 
experience. For the rhetorical form and the problem to be addressed, the MC structure 
with questions targeting knowledge of language use casts learners as viewers of a 
language event rather than active participants of that event; they are asked about the way 
language is used in the event rather than the event itself or the completion of the event, 
which violates a normal TLU situation. For task format, the MC tasks only contain 
visual input and lack aural input, and the entire task takes place on the computer screen 
whereas the TLU situation involves real audience in a face-to-face or telephone situation. 
Expected response: None of the features are matched with the TLU tasks. The 
selected response type restricts learners from producing any live, oral, fast speed, and 
co-constructed language production like that in the TLU situation. All learners have to 
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do in these MC tasks is to use a mouse to click on a choice on the computer screen. This 
involves only visual and non-language production. The response content of the MC 
tasks, accordingly, cannot possibly include any required features of language 
(organizational, pragmatic, and topical characteristics). 
Interaction between input and response: Only the scope is partially matched. For 
the scope of relationship, the amount or range of input to be processed tends to vary in the 
TLU domain, while the scope of the MC tasks tends to be fixed, relatively narrow, and 
limited. For reactivity, although the MC tasks provide machine-automated scored 
feedback, it concerns whether the choice selected is right or wrong, not a language 
exchange that would be affected by learners' previous response and their subsequent 
language use. For the directness of relationship, the response to the MC task primarily 
comes from the input whereas the response to the TLU task usually comes from both the 
input and information in the context of learners' topical knowledge and experience. 
Assessment: Very few of the features match with the TLU. Although the construct 
definition of the MC tasks includes language, textual, functional, and sociolinguistic 
aspect of knowledge, the MC tasks do not include the ability to put these aspects of 
knowledge into use. Moreover, the language knowledge required does not contain 
pronunciation and intonation. For criteria for correctness, employers/colleagues in the 
TLU are concerned with many things (comprehension, speaking, communication skills, 
personal traits, interpersonal skills, profession, effort, etc.), whereas the criteria of the 
machined-scored MC task are not specified; the only criterion is either right or wrong, 
and no other description is presented. 
Task characteristics of Role-play (Task 2) 
The role-play task aims to provide an opportunity for learners to practice using and 
responding to requests by actually producing content in an organized tumtaking structure. 
Learners are expected to listen to a reproduced audio item, read the directions, record 
their response by clicking on a 'record' button on computer screen, and repeat this action 
two more times to finish another two items to complete a short three-tum taking 
conversation with a simulated character. The procedure of responding is briefly 
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explained, yet information such as task structure, time allotment, and evaluation is not 
clearly specified. There are two unrelated role-play tasks, and each has three related 
items; items of each task are all displayed on the same webpage on the computer screen 
with the 'play conversation' button at the end of the page. This final button will record 
the whole conversation between the reproduced utterances of the simulated character and 
the live recording responses of the learner. Information about settings, participants 
(relationships with learners), and purposes of the conversation are not clearly specified. 
Most of the characteristics of input language are generally integrated, including 
organizational, pragmatic, and topical characteristics; however, overall language 
characteristics involved are not as rich and diverse as the TLU situation. Since the 
response type is production, learners have to come up with actual content to complete the 
conversation, and this requires learners to use not only the information given in the task 
but also their own topical knowledge/personal experiences. In this way, interaction 
between input and response becomes non-reciprocal and of narrow scope (small amount 
of input to process), and the response requires direct processing of input as well as 
indirect use of information not supplied. The construct definition includes ability to 
comprehend and produce various aspects of language knowledge in this kind of fixed 
structure. Criteria for correctness are not clearly specified, and there is in fact no 
assessment for this task. 
Correspondence between role-play (Task 2) and TLU conversation 
The correspondence of role-play tasks to the TLU domain is problematic to pin 
down. On the one hand, the tasks not only give learners the opportunity to participate in 
a conversation and to talk about something via the use of language, but also successfully 
to capture many TLU characteristics in three aspects-input, expected response, and 
interaction. However, its non-reciprocal nature still fails to represent that dynamic and 
ongoing interaction of the TLU. This computerized role-play simulation moreover fails 
to provide sufficient contextualized information about the setting, participants, their 
relationship, or criteria for correctness/ feedback to compensate the lack of authentic 
audience. Overall, 50% of the features are matched with the TLU. Table 4.2 
60 
summarizes the matches and mismatches of the role-play task to the TLU task. 
Comparisons of each characteristic in the five aspects are described and explained as 
follows: 
Table 4.2: Correspondence of characteristics of task 2 to features of TLU tasks 
Characteristics 
Rubric 
Input 
Expected 
Response 
Interaction 
Assessment 
Match 
Objective (partially) 
Form and content, tone, language 
(grammatical, textual, functional, 
sociolinguistics knowledge, and some 
topical knowledge), genre, problem 
to be addressed, and format 
(channel, form, language, length, type, 
and speededness) 
Format and content 
Directness and scope (partially) 
Construct definition (mostly except in 
a speeded manner) 
Mismatch 
Procedure for responding, task 
distinction, time 
Setting, participants, purpose, norms of 
interaction, and format (vehicle) 
Format (speededness) 
Reactivity 
Criteria for correctness and rating 
procedures 
Rubric: Only the characteristic of the objective partially matches with the TLU 
situation. Learners are asked to achieve something through speech such as that in the 
TLU domain, which reflects a normal TLU communicative purpose. However, the task 
differs somewhat from the TLU situation because there is no real audience with a real 
purpose or needs. For the response procedure, the TLU situation usually does not 
involve recording, clicking on buttons, moving a mouse on a computer screen, and/or 
using the model provided. As for the task distinction, items within each role-play task 
are related, yet the two role-play tasks are distinct. In the TLU domain, most of the time, 
both items and tasks are related. For time allotment, there is no time constraint on the 
role-play, yet in the TLU tasks, learners need to manage the pace of the conversation 
which is often very quick and intense and seldom provides time for outlining or planning. 
Input: Two thirds of the features match the TLU tasks: the form and content match 
with the TLU because the role-play task is embedded in an organized tumtaking structure 
and involves achieving something via the use of language-requesting and refusing help 
61 
from somebody about a work-related project or affair. The input language matches the 
TLU tasks, for language used in the task includes grammatical, textual, functional, 
sociolinguistics, and topical aspects. Genre and problem to be addressed match with the 
TLU situation, in that the task takes a conversation form and requires learners to make 
direct requests to the simulated characters and wait for direct responses. Most of the 
format features also match with the TLU situation including channel, form, language, 
length, type, and speededness. Those mismatched mainly refer to the insufficiency of 
specifying the setting, conversation purpose, participants, and vehicle format (live). For 
characteristics of setting, purpose, and participants, although the role-play specifies the 
situations as to "request help from Amy" and to "respond to Talia's request," it does not 
adequately specify what particular contextualized situation learners encounter, such as 
why the request is needed, for what occasion, what had happened, and the most important, 
what is the relationship between the learner and the characters. An understanding of 
each participant and their power relationships is essential for successful communication 
in the workplace, while it is not clarified in the role-play. For vehicle format, the input 
of the role-play task is reproduced via audio but not live as in the TLU situation. 
Expected response: Most features match with the TLU except for the speededness 
feature. Learners in the role-play are required to produce live speech with meaningful 
content in response to the character; this requires engaging learners' personal topical 
knowledge of interaction and/or workplace along with other aspects of language features. 
Although the role-play captures most of the features of the expected response, it does not 
include time constraints as an important feature. Learners may master what to say in the 
role-play, but may not have the chance to say it all in the TLU. 
Interaction between input and response: Features of directness and part of scope are 
matched with the TLU, yet reactivity is not matched. For the directness of relationship, 
the response to the role-play task comes from both the input and learners' topical 
knowledge, and this reflects the TLU well. For the scope of relationship, the amount or 
range of input to be processed tends to vary in the TLU, while the scope of the role-play 
tasks is fixed, mostly narrow and limited. For reactivity, although the role-play task is 
embedded in a tumtaking structure, simulated characters would not actually react to any 
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responses made by learners, and none of learners' previous response would affect their 
subsequent language use. 
Assessment: The construct definition to a certain extent matches with the TLU, while 
criteria for correctness and rating procedures do not match at all. The construct 
underlying the role-play task includes the ability to understand and use grammatical, 
functional, and sociolinguistics knowledge; however, it does not include the ability to use 
language in a speeded manner. For criteria for correctness, employers/colleagues in the 
TLU are concerned with many things (comprehension, speaking, communication skills, 
personal traits, interpersonal skills, professionalism, effort, etc.), whereas the criteria for 
the role-play task is not specified. Even though the model in the task may serve as 
criteria, qualities that people look for in the TLU are not listed in the task for reference. 
For rating procedures, learners' performances are not evaluated or scored at all. 
Learners may self-evaluate their performance by comparing it with the model, but they 
won't receive any feedback after completion of the task. 
Task characteristics of drag and drop (Task 4) 
Task 4 aims to measure how well learners absorb the course content. Learners are 
expected to listen to a reproduced audio item and select the most appropriate answer 
among choices provided, and repeat this action two more times to finish another two 
items to complete a short three-tum conversation between two simulated characters. The 
response procedure is briefly explained, yet information such as task structure, time 
allotment, and evaluation is not clearly specified. There are only three items total for 
this task, and they are all displayed on the same webpage on the computer screen. Each 
item consists of a one-sentence question/response of a simulated character, a blank where 
the answer needs to be placed, and three answer choices. Information about settings, 
participants (their relationships), and purposes of the conversation is not provided. 
Characteristics of input language are generally included, while characteristics involved 
are fairly narrow. Since the response type is selected, there is no actual content in the 
response. Interaction between input and response is non-reciprocal, narrow, and direct. 
The construct definition includes the ability to comprehend various aspects of language 
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knowledge but does not include the ability to produce language with that knowledge. 
Criteria for correctness are not clearly specified. 
Correspondence between drag-and-drop (task 4) and TLU conversation 
The drag-and-drop task is a combination of a role-play task and multiple-choice 
questions. The correspondence of the drag-and-drop task to its intended TLU domain is 
tricky to define, but mostly not very well matched. The task structure is very much like 
a role-play, yet the response format and content is very similar to multiple-choice 
questions. It on the one hand attempts to measure learners' ability to respond directly to 
the aural requests within a tumtaking structure like that in the role-play, yet on the other 
hand changes its response type to 'selected' in order to realize practicality. This way, 
however, even though in Task 4 learners participate in a conversation and react directly to 
an aural question, it does not provide room for actual language use, and the criteria for 
correctness are limited to either right or wrong. It maintains both the advantages of 
role-play task type and task structure as well as the limitations of multiple-choice 
questions. Therefore, no obvious characteristics are matched for expected response and 
assessment. One feature in the rubric matches with the TLU while others do not. 
Scope is partially matched, yet the characteristics of interaction are still poorly matched. 
Quite a few characteristics of input are matched, but there are still some that are 
mismatched. Overall, only 40% of the features are matched with the TLU. Table 4.3 
summarizes the matches and mismatches of the drag-and-drop task to the TLU task. 
Comparisons of each characteristic in the five aspects are described and explained as 
follows: 
-------·----
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Table 4.3: Correspondence of characteristics of task 4 to features of TLU tasks 
Characteristics 
Rubric 
Input 
Expected 
Response 
Interaction 
Assessment 
Match 
Task distinction 
Form and content, tone, grammatical 
knowledge, textual knowledge, 
functional knowledge, sociolinguistics 
knowledge, topical knowledge, 
genre, problem to be address, and 
format (channel, form, language, 
type, speededness) 
N/A 
Scope (partially) 
N/A 
Mismatch 
Objective, procedure for responding, 
time 
Setting, participants, purpose, norms of 
interaction, and format (length, vehicle) 
Format and content 
Reactivity and directness 
Construct definition, criteria for 
correctness, and rating procedures 
Rubric: Task distinction is the only feature that matches with the TLU; this shows 
that the items in the task are all inter-related. However, other features are mismatched. 
The objective of the TLU task always involves getting things done via the use of 
language, while the objective of the drag-and-drop task is restricted to the completion of 
the conversation between two characters. The procedure for responding for this task 
requires listening to the aural prompt and using a mouse to select the most appropriate 
item provided, whereas the TLU task often requires learners to listen and respond to the 
interlocutor by actually saying it; time is often constrained in the TLU situation, yet it is 
not controlled in this task. 
Input: Two thirds of the features match with the TLU tasks: form and content match 
with the TLU because the drag-and-drop task is embedded in an organized tumtaking 
structure and concerns requesting help from somebody about a work-related project/affair. 
Input language matches with the TLU situation, for language used in the task includes 
grammatical, textual, functional, sociolinguistics, and topical features. Genre and part of 
the format match with the TLU situation, for the task takes a conversation form and 
learners listen to aural input in a speeded manner. Mismatches are mainly due to the 
lack of specification of the setting, conversation purpose, and participants and 
misinterpretation of vehicle and type. Learners in the TLU situation converse 
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appropriately based on what they know about the event, problem to be solved, and power 
relationships between interlocutors; however, such information is not clearly specified in 
this task. For vehicle format, input for the task is reproduced via audio, but is not live 
as in the TLU situation. 
Expected response: None of the features are matched with the TLU. The selected 
response type restricts learners from producing any live, oral, fast speed, co-constructed 
language like that in the TLU domain. All learners have to do in these drag-and-drop 
tasks is to use a mouse to click on a choice and drag it to the blanks on the computer 
screen. This involves only visual and non-language production. The response content 
of the task, accordingly, cannot possibly include any required language features 
(organizational, pragmatic, and topical characteristics). 
Interaction between input and response: Only the scope is partially matched. For 
the scope of relationship, the amount or range of input to be processed tends to vary in the 
TLU situation, while the scope of this task tends to be fixed and is relatively narrow and 
limited. For reactivity, although the drag-and-drop task provides machine 
automatic-scored feedback, it concerns the correctness of the choice selected, rather than 
a language exchange that would affect learners' previous response and their subsequent 
language use. For the directness of relationship, the response to the task primarily 
comes from the input, whereas the response to the TLU task usually comes from both the 
input and information in the context of learners' topical knowledge. 
Assessment: None of the features matches with the TLU. Although the construct 
definition includes language, textual, functional, and sociolinguistic knowledge, it does 
not include the actual use of this knowledge in a speeded manner. As for criteria for 
correctness, employers/colleagues in the TLU are concerned with many things 
(comprehension, speaking, communication skills, personal traits, interpersonal skills, 
professionalism, effort, etc.), whereas the criteria for this machine-scored task is not 
specified. The only criterion is either right or wrong; no other description is presented. 
Table 4.4: Summary of comparisons of the four LEI tasks and the TLU 
Features TLUtasks Task 1,3 Task2 Task4 
Rubric To get a job done through talk at Learners answer multiple-choice Role-play with simulated Learners choose the most correct 
workplace, an individual has to participate questions to demonstrate their characters to complete a answers to complete a dialog to 
in a fast tum-transition conversation to knowledge of 'request' gained from conversation. Learners listen to show their understanding of 
exchange information/ meaning so to the course. Each question is not items and record their responses on 'request'. They listen and choose 
understand how to finish tasks that usually related to each other. There is no computer. Tasks are unrelated;_ on the computer screen. Items 
tie with the preceding event and anticipate time limit. items in each task are related. No within the task are related. No 
a subsequent one. time limit. time limit. 
Input: Settings, participants (real people with real Setting, participants (relationships), Setting, participants (relationships), Setting, participants 
Context needs), and norms of interaction vary and norms of interaction are not and norms of interaction are not (relationships), and norms of 
depending on situations, relationships, and clearly specified. Written dialogs sufficiently specified. Purposes of interaction are not clearly 
business culture. Job contents that are on the computer screen are not each conversation are not specified. 
topic-oriented will be provided. contextualized adequately provided. 
Input Grammatical (medium range of Grammatical, textual, functiQnal, Qrammatical, functional, and Grammatical, functional, and 
language vocabulary, syntax, pronunciation), textual and sociolingy!stical characteristics sociolingy!stical characteritics are sociolingy!stical characteristics 
(adjacency pairs embedded in turntaking are less complex. Pronunciation less complex. Pronunciation is are less complex. Turntaking 
structure), functional (ideational, and topical characteristics are not included. Turntaking structure is structure is presented. Topical 
manipulative, heuristic), sociolinguistic, included. (range, complexity vary) presented. Topical characteristics characteristics are partially 
and topical (business, institutional culture are partially included yet may not included yet may not be relevant 0\ 0\ 
& norms). be relevant to learners. to learners. 
Input Oral, verbal and non-verbal, varied length No oral, short without variety, Oral, short without variety.._ Oral. short without variety, 
data and type of utterances; fast and live unspeeded, reproduced speeded. reproduced speeded, reproduced 
Expected Same as input language and input data. Selected response instead of verbal Same as input language (personal Selected response (no 
Response Oral, variable length and type; speeded and production (no characteristics of experience required), oral, limited characteristics of input language) 
live. input language) Unspeeded production, unspeeded and live. Unspeeded 
Inter- Highly reciprocal, variable scope and Non-reciprocal, no variable scope Non-reciprocal, variable directness, Non-reciprocal, no variable 
action directness and directness narrow scope scope and directness 
Assess- Ability to understand and use: grammatical Ability to understand but not use: Ability to understand and use: less Ability to know how to use: less 
ment (medium range of vocabulary, syntax, less complex grammatical complex grammatical, functional, complex grammatical, textual, 
pronunciation), textual (adjacency pairs in (pronunciation not included),_ and sociolingyistics knowledge. functional, and sociolinguistics 
turntaking structure), functional textual, functional (no ideational), Criteria, assessment, and feedback knowledge. Criteria is not 
(ideational, manipulative, heuristic), and sociolingy!stics knowledge. are not provided. provided (machine scored either 
sociolinguistics knowledge. Criteria Criteria is not provided (machine right or wrong). 
include ability to comprehend, express, scored either right or wrong). 
and negotiate. Procedures: 
implicit/explicit, feedback. 
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Learner interpretations of each LEI task in relation to the TLU situation 
This section addresses the third research question, describing the extent to which 
learners perceive each LEI task as corresponding to the TLU situation based on their 
ratings in the interpretation questionnaire consisting of 15 questions about the task 
characteristics. The findings are presented in two ways, one is to reveal how each 
participant perceives each task and how the perceptions differ by tasks and by participants 
(see Table 4.5), and another is to point out how well each of task characteristics of each 
task is perceived as corresponding to the TLU situation by all participants (see Table 4.6). 
The percentage in Table 4.5 refers to the percentage of the task characteristics rated by 
each participant. For instance, Wen's responses in task 1 indicated that he rated 33% of 
the task characteristics above 5, 7% of the task characteristics on 4, and 60% of the 
characteristics below 3 on a scale of 1 to 7. Detailed ratings of each of task 
characteristics, the mean of participants' overall ratings, and a summary of the mean 
ratings of the four tasks are all displayed in Appendix K. 
Table 4.5: Distribution of learner interpretations for each task 
Task Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 
Rating 7-5 4 3-1 7-5 4 3-1 7-5 4 3-1 7-5 4 3-1 
Wen 33% 7% 60% 60% 40% 20% 7% 73% 67% 20% 13% 
Ling 60% 7% 33% 73% 7% 20% 47% 20% 33% 60% 13% 27% 
Chen 73% 27% 86% 14% 60% 7% 33% 52% 14% 34% 
Tsui 40% 60% 53% 7% 40% 33% 67% 40% 60% 
Hsin 80% 13% 7% 86% 7% 7% 80% 20% 80% 20% 
Note: 7-5=a task is positively perceived as corresponding to the TLU; 4=somehow perceived as 
corresponding to the TLU; 3-1=not corresponding well to the TLU. There are fifteen task 
characteristics rated per task. 
Interpretation of multiple-choice questions (Task 1) 
Participants tend to interpret task 1 differently. Three participants, Ling, Chen, and 
Hsin, perceived task 1 as corresponding quite well to their TLU domain. Their mean 
ratings of task 1 are relatively high (5, 4.8, and 5 out of 7). The distribution of their 
ratings supports that most of the task characteristics are positively perceived as 
corresponding to the TLU situation, as Ling and Chen rated 60% arid 73% of 
characteristics above 5 and Hsin even rated 80% of the characteristics above 6. Two 
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other participants, Wen and Tsui, however viewed task 1 as having quite limited 
correspondence with their TLU domain (both means are 3.6 out of 7). The distribution 
of their ratings reflects that few task characteristics (33% and 40%) are perceived as 
corresponding well to the TLU. Therefore, to Ling, Chen, and Hsin, task 1 is quite 
authentic in terms of situational context, yet to Wen and Tsui, task 1 is not. On average, 
57% of the characteristics are positively perceived as corresponding to the TLU situation 
based on the distribution of learner ratings. 
Another way to analyze the ratings is to look at the mean rating of each 
characteristic. This can provide information about which task characteristics are 
perceived as corresponding to the TLU and which are not. This can inform test 
developers about what to improve and what to keep. In task 1, organizational and 
sociolinguistics characteristics of language received the highest ratings (6 out of 7) from 
learners (see table 16). Characteristics of participants, content, and tone, were also rated 
highly (5 out of 7). Topical language and setting, on the other hand, received 
particularly low ratings (2.8 and 1.8 out of 7). Format and criteria for correctness were 
not rated highly either. Most of the characteristics were rated in rank 4; these 
characteristics however did not show strong correspondence. The distribution of each of 
the task characteristics tends to range from 1 to 6 with most of the characteristics falling 
in rank 4. 
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Table 4.6: Distribution of how critical features of each task are perceived/rated as corresponding 
to the intended TLU on a continuum from match to mismatch 
Rank 
7 
Perceived 
match 
6 
Task 1: MC task Task 2: role-play Task 3: MC task Task 4: drag & drop 
- Language - Construct - Language 
(organizational) definition (sociolinguistics) 
- Language - Language - Problem 
(sociolinguistics) (sociolinguistics) identification 
·---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------· 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
- Participant 
-Content 
-Tone 
- Test rubric 
-Purpose 
-Norms of 
interaCtion 
-Genre 
-Problem 
identification 
-Construct 
definition 
-Format 
-Criteria for 
correctness 
-Setting 
Perceived -Language (topical) 
mismatch 
-Setting 
-Participants 
-Content 
-Tone 
-Language 
(organizational) 
-Norms of 
interaction 
-Genre 
-Problem 
identification 
- Test rubric 
-Purpose 
- Criteria for 
correctness 
- Test rubric 
-Content 
-Language 
(organizational) 
-Language 
(sociolinguistics) 
- Participants 
-Norms of 
interaction 
-Purpose 
-Format 
-Tone 
-Genre 
. -Problem 
-Language (toptcal) 'd t'fi t' 1 en 1 tea ton 
-Construct 
definition 
-Criteria for 
correctness 
- Test rubric 
- Participants 
-Content 
-Language 
(organizational) 
-Genre 
-Purpose 
-Norms of 
interaction 
-Construct 
definition 
-Setting 
-Tone 
-Language (topical) 
-Criteria for 
correctness 
-Format -Setting F t - orma 
-Language (topical) 
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Interpretation of role-play tasks (Task 2) 
Participants generally agreed that most of the characteristics of task 2 correspond to 
their TLU situation, even though the amount of the agreement tends to vary. Three 
participants, Ling, Chen, and Hsin, perceived task 2 as corresponding quite well to their 
TLU domain. Their mean ratings of task 2 are relatively high {5, 5.2, and 5.6 out of 7), 
and the distribution of their ratings supports that most of the task characteristics are 
positively perceived as corresponding to the TLU situation(Ling, Chen, and Hsin rated 
73%, 86%, and 86% of characteristics above 5). Wen and Tsui, however, viewed task 2 
as somewhat corresponding to the TLU domain. Although the distribution of their 
ratings show that they perceive that most of the characteristics (60% and 53%) 
correspond well to the TLU situation, they also both rated the rest 40% of the 
characteristics below 3. Their mean ratings of task 2 do not show strong correspondence 
either (mean 4 and 4.4 out of 7). Therefore, to Ling, Chen, and Hsin, task 2 is quite 
authentic in terms of situational context, yet to Wen and Tsui, task 1 is somewhat 
authentic. On average, 72% of the characteristics are positively perceived as 
corresponding to the TLU domain based on the distribution of learner ratings. 
As for the mean rating of each characteristic, sociolinguistic characteristics of 
language and construct definition received the highest ratings (both rated 6 out of 7). It 
is important to point out that all of the participants agreed that the language ability 
required for answering this task was fairly similar to that required for participating in a 
conversation of a similar situation in real life (everyone rated this characteristic 6 out of 
7). Eight other characteristics, setting, participants, content, tone, organizational 
language characteristic, norms of interaction, genre, and problem identification, were also 
rated highly (5 out of 7). Topical language and format, on the other hand, received 
particularly low ratings (2.6 and 3.8 out of 7). Test rubric, purpose, and criteria for 
correctness were not rated highly either (4 out of 7). The distribution of learner ratings 
of each of the task characteristics tends to center around 4 to 6 with most of the 
characteristics falling in rank 5. 
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Interpretation of multiple-choice questions (Task 3) 
Participants tend to interpret task 3 differently. Except Hsin, participants generally 
agreed that task 3 did not correspond well to the TLU situation, and the amount of the 
agreement varied. Only Hsin perceived task 3 as quite corresponding to the TLU 
domain. Her mean rating of task 3 is relatively high (5.3 out of 7), and the distribution 
of her ratings supports that she perceived most of the task characteristics (80%) positively 
as corresponding to the TLU domain. Ling and Chen viewed task 3 as somehow 
corresponding to the TLU domain but not strongly. Although the distribution of their 
ratings show that they perceived that most of the characteristics (47% and 60%) 
correspond well to the TLU situation, they also both rated the other 33% of the 
characteristics below 3. Their mean ratings of task 3 did not show strong 
correspondence either (mean 4.4 and 4.3 out of 7). Wen and Tsui viewed task 3 as 
having very limited correspondence with the TLU situation. Their mean ratings of task 
3 are fairly low (2.7 and 2.6 out of 7), and the distribution of their ratings reflects that 
very few task characteristics (20% and 33%) are perceived as corresponding well to the 
TLU situation. Therefore, to Hsin, task 3 is quite authentic in terms of situational 
context, yet to Ling and Chen, task 3 is somehow authentic, and to Wen and Tsui, task 3 is 
not at all. On average, 48% of the characteristics are positively perceived as 
corresponding to the TLU based on the distribution of learner ratings. 
As for the mean rating of each characteristic, none of the characteristics was rated in 
rank 6. Learner ratings of each task characteristics tend to spread from 2 to 5, with most 
characteristics (7 out of 15) falling in rank 3. Although task 3 and task 1 both involve 
multiple-choice questions, learners perceived the correspondence between task 3 and the 
TLU as weaker than the correspondence between task 1 and the TLU. All the ratings are 
dropped except test rubric and topical characteristics of language. This may suggest that 
the topical characteristics of language included in this task are more than those in task 1. 
The declining ratings of most characteristics and the increasing rating of the test rubric 
may be the result of increasing familiarity and decreasing unpredictability. 
---~-- -·------
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Interpretation of drag and drop task (Task 4) 
Participants tend to interpret task 4 differently. Ling and Hsin perceived task 4 as 
corresponding quite well to their TLU domain. Their mean ratings of task 4 are 
relatively high (5 and 5.1 out of 7), and the distribution of their ratings supports that most 
of the task characteristics (60% and 80%) are positively perceived as corresponding to the 
TLU. Wen and Chen viewed task 4 as somewhat corresponding to the TLU domain, but 
not strongly. Although the distribution of their ratings show that they perceived that 
most of the characteristics (67% and 52%) correspond well to the TLU, their mean ratings 
of task 4 do not show strong correspondence (mean 4.4 and 4 out of 7). Tsui viewed 
task 4 as having very limited correspondence with the TLU. Her mean ratings of task 4 
is low (3.6 out of 7), and the distribution of her ratings reflects that limited task 
characteristics (40%) are perceived as corresponding well to the TLU. Therefore, to 
Ling and Hsin, task 4 is quite authentic in terms of situational context, yet to Wen and 
Chen, task 4 is somehow authentic, and to Tsui, task 4 is not at all. On average, 60% of 
the characteristics are positively perceived as corresponding to the TLU based on the 
distribution of learner ratings. 
For the mean rating of each characteristic, problem identification and sociolinguistic 
characteristics received the highest (6 out of 7) and format alone received the lowest 
rating (2 out of 7). Five other characteristics, test rubric, participants, content, 
organizational language characteristic, and genre, were also rated highly (5 out of 7). 
Purpose, norms of interaction, and construct definition were not strong. Setting, tone, 
topical characteristics, and criteria for correctness were rated low. Most of the 
characteristics are distributed evenly from 3 to 5 with most of the characteristics falling in 
rank 3 and 5. 
Leamer interpretation of the four LEI tasks 
Table 4.7 lists three sets of information: each learner's perception of each LEI task, 
the number of features rated above 5 based on learners rating distributions, and the mean 
of the overall participant ratings. The various aspects show that the role-play task has 
the better correspondence with the TLU than the others, for it is perceived by most 
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participants as corresponding to the TLU and has the largest share of the task 
characteristics rated above 5. The findings may also suggest learners perceive task 2 as 
more situationally authentic than the other tasks or that the discourse domain engaged in 
task 2 is more similar to what is intended. Task 3 is perceived by learners as having the 
least correspondence to the TLU compared to others and has the lowest portion of the 
features rated above 5. It is important to note that the coding assumes that each 
characteristic is weighted the same even though there may be some variations in the TLU 
situation. 
Table 4.7: Leaner interpretation of the four LEI tasks 
Findings by task Taskl Task2 Task3 Task4 
perceived highly Ling, Chen, Hsin Ling, Chen, Hsin Hsin Ling, Hsin 
correspo somehow Wen, Tsui Ling, Chen Wen, Chen 
ndence poorly Wen, Tsui Wen, Tsui Tsui 
Amount of features 57% 72% 48% 60% 
rated above 5 
Overall mean 4 .. 49 4.89 3.89 4.49 
Learner involvement in LEI tasks and their correspondence to the TL U situation 
This section first identifies and describes the extent and type of involvement of 
learners' individual characteristics in each task based on learners' self ratings on the 
interactiveness questionnaire consisting of six questions, and then compares the findings 
with the intended involvement in the TLU to address the third research question. The 
ratings help to show the extent to which learners' individual characteristics are involved 
and their answers to the questionnaire provide additional information about that extent 
and type of engagement. The descriptions and comparisons start with task 1 
(multiple-choice questions), then task 2 (role-play) and task 3 (multiple-choice questions), 
and end with task 4 (drag-and-drop). Participants' questionnaire answers are reported, 
and the ratings of their self-involvement in each task are displayed in Tables 4.8, 4.9, 4.10, 
and 4.11. The ratings for the involvement of metacognitive strategies listed in the tables 
are the average of the three sub-categories: goal setting, assessment, and planning; 
detailed ratings of each sub-category are listed in Appendix H. Learners' original 
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answers to the interactiveness questionnaire are documented in Appendix I. A summary 
of learner involvement of each task in Bachman and Palmer's (1996) framework format is 
displayed in Appendix J, along with analysis of intended involvement of the TLU. 
Learner involvement in multiple-choice questions (Task 1) 
The findings show that most of the individual characteristics may not be well 
engaged except for affective schemata and personal characteristics. Participants 
indicated that generally they like the task and feel the task is suitable for them (both mean 
5.4 out of 7). However, their ratings on involvement of metacognitive strategies, 
language knowledge, topical knowledge, and functional knowledge are not strong and 
tend to vary a great deal. The ratings displayed in Table 4.8 support this interpretation. 
In the involvement of metacognitive strategies, for example, participants Wen and Hsin 
both reported theirs high (5 and 6 out of 7); however, Hsin had set a goal, assessed, and 
planned, but Wen did not think that he had planned. Ling and Chen rated the degree of 
their engagement differently (4.67 and 3), but they actually reported that they had been 
through a quite similar mental process. Tsui, on the other hand, rated her engagement 
extremely low (1.33 out of 7), saying that she did not set a goal and plan, and even though 
she had assessed the task, the degree of involvement was very limited. The extent of the 
involvement of learners' metacognitive strategies, therefore, is arbitrary and restricted 
(mean 4 out of 7). The involvement of language knowledge, topical knowledge, and 
functional knowledge encounters the same dilemma; the topical knowledge is rated the 
lowest (mean 2.8 out of 7) among others. Accordingly, the variances and the low means 
of these ratings may suggest that learners' metacognitive strategies, language knowledge, 
topical knowledge, and functional knowledge are not well involved in the MC task 1. 
Participants' answers to the interactiveness questionnaire provide accounts as to the 
extent and type of the involvement of their different individual characteristics. The 
participants' personal involvement is described and reported as follows, starting with 
participant Wen. 
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Table 4.8: The extent of learner involvement in task 1 on a scale of 1-7 
Individual Questions for participants 
characteristics 
Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean agree-
ment 
1 Meta-
cognitive 
strategies 
2 Language 
knowledge 
3 Topical 
knowledge 
4 Functional 
knowledge 
5 Affective 
schemata 
To what extent did you set goal, assess, 
and plan while doing the questions? (mean 
of a, b, and c) 
Did these questions make you use lots of 
different types of English knowledge or 
very little of your English knowledge? 
How much did you use other kinds of 
knowledge/personal experience in addition 
to your English knowledge to respond to 
these questions? 
While you were doing these questions, did 
you feel that you were really taking part in 
the conversation? 
How much did you like these questions? 
6 Personal How suitable were these questions for 
characteristics you? 
5 4.67 3 1.33 6 4 Vary 
6 6 3 4 4 Vary 
4 5 1 3 2.8 Vary 
5 7 1 4 3.6 Vary 
4 7 5 7 4 5.4 Good 
4 7 4 7 5 5.4 Good 
Mean of 1 to 6 4.67 6.11 2.83 3.06 4.33 4.20 
Intra-learner agreement Good Good Vary Vary Vary 
----------·----------------------------------------------------------Note: a= goal setting, b=assessment, c=planning (detailed learner self-ratings see Appendix H) 
Wen indicated that, for the use of metacognitive strategies, he had cognitively been 
through the process of goal setting and assessment but not planning while doing the task. 
He explained that he seriously attempted to get a full score on this task, and he would 
think very carefully if the tone used between characters in this task would be situationally 
appropriate in real-life. Yet he was not sure if he had actually planned out the way to 
respond to those questions. He rated himself thinking a lot about his goal (7 out of 7), 
but just spending 'some' mental energy on assessment and planning (both rated 4 out of 
7). He explained that the task itself does not require him to use much energy to assess 
and plan even though English knowledge is required to answer the task. For the 
involvement of language knowledge, Wen indicated that he had used quite a lot of what 
he knows about English (6 out of 7). For the use of topical knowledge, he rated himself 
using 'some' of his topical knowledge and personal experience (4 out of 7); he explained 
he would imagine that he was the one in that situation, and he would also consider what 
kind of tone is appropriate in a similar real-life situation. As for the functional aspect of 
language, he felt a bit like he was the one taking part in the conversation (5 out of 7). 
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He said that "from the question stems, I realize that one can actually use such a variety of 
short answers to respond to the requests others have." However, Wen did not feel much 
about the task affectively and personally (both rated 4 out of 7); he explained that some 
language is way too polite and it is not for his generation! 
Ling indicates that she spent most of her time trying to figure the content of the 
dialogue and what is needed to accomplish the task. She would try to imagine the 
situation in which the two characters converse, and how she would respond if it happened 
to her. She would consider the appropriateness of those expressions and responses. 
She agreed that she had set a goal, assessed what was needed, and planned ways to 
respond, however, the extent to which she had become involved in these processes is 
moderate, as she rated herself just using a certain amount of metacognitive energy (4 -5 
out of 7), working on this task but not a lot. She rated herself using quite a lot of her 
English knowledge (6 out of 7) and putting some of her topical knowledge/personal 
experience (5 out of 7) to work on the task. She said that "I would think of the typical 
ways Americans converse in daily life and assess the task base on that." She felt very 
much like she was the one taking part in the conversation (7 out of 7); this shows that, to 
Ling, this task functions like the TLU. She also likes this task a lot (7 out of 7) and 
thinks this task is very suitable for her (7 out of 7). She explained that "my English is 
not so good, so easier task helps me relax!" She added that the task is very close to daily 
life and this helps her to perform better because she would think that she might encounter 
situations like those in the task in real life. 
Chen indicated that he would first read the dialogue and at the same time try to 
understand the situation, read the question stem and figure out what was expected, then he 
would scan through choices and select the most appropriate answer item. He mentioned 
that rather than setting up an obvious goal to achieve, he tended to think what possible 
questions would be derived from such dialogue content. He agreed that he had 
somehow been through the assessment process; however, except the basic consideration 
of his English knowledge, he had not thought anything else much. He indicated that he 
had not been through the planning stage. He explained that "there is nothing much that 
can be planned for in this type of multiple-choice task, even though I have to interact with 
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it in certain way in order to score, such interaction does not require much planning." 
Accordingly, he rated himself using overall very limited metacognitive strategies on this 
task (mean 3 out of 7). As for the involvement of language knowledge, Chen indicated 
he had used 'some' of his English knowledge (3 out of 7), but not much. For the use of 
topical knowledge, he indicated that he did not use any of his topical knowledge (1 out of 
7). For the functional aspect of language, he indicated that he did not feel like he was 
taking part in the conversation at all (1 out of 7) because "the task contains question stem 
and item choices, it gives me a feeling of testing, I wouldn't call anything like this a real 
daily life conversation." Chen in general felt okay about the task affectively and 
personally (4/5 out of 7); he explained that "some conversations are useful for 
understanding how people might converse in real life." 
Tsui indicated that she spent most of her time trying to answer the questions by 
searching for the most correct answer. She would try to think of the situation in which 
the two characters converse as well as their relationships. She mentioned that she did 
not set any particular goals for doing this task and this is because that 'the goal' varies 
according to the situation of how important the scores she got would affect her life. She 
said, for example, "It depends on whether the scores will be displayed or announced in 
public or whether this program is a required assignment in a required course." This task, 
however, matches none of the above, so she thought it was perfectly fine to make 
mistakes because she did not have to worry much about the consequences. She did not 
spend much mental energy on assessment and planning either. She explained that in 
order to answer the questions, one needs to know the way of responding; however, there 
is nothing much to be planned for in this task. She reported overall extremely limited 
use of metacognitive strategies (1.3 out of 7) in this task. For the involvement of 
language knowledge, she rated herself as using very little of her English knowledge (1 out 
of 7). For the use of topical knowledge, she rated herself using none of her topical 
knowledge/personal experience (1 out of 7) to work on the task. She said that it is a 
fairly easy task and requires little of what she knows about English. She felt nothing 
like the one taking part in the conversation (1 out of 7) because "there is no real person, 
no sound, so it's not like participating in a conversation." Although she tends to feel 
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negative about this task, surprisingly, she indicates that she likes the task a lot (7 out of 7) 
and thinks this task is very suitable for her (7 out of 7). She explained that although she 
did not feel much about the task since it is just question and answer, she likes the task 
because it is easy! She felt confident and at ease about the task even though she thinks 
that the task is far from being authentic. 
Hsin indicated that, for the use of metacognitive strategies, she had cognitively been 
through the processes of goal setting, assessment, and planning while doing the task. 
She said that she did not have a very specific goal in mind, yet she aimed to understand 
the meaning of the dialogues in the task and tried to learn as much as she could. 
Although she would carefully select the most correct answer by comparing it with the 
other two choices, she actually did not care much about how well she performed. The 
way she answered the questions highly depended on what she had remembered from the 
previous instruction section. She spent quite some energy on planning. She would use 
a deletion strategy to check if each item matches with the dialogue, and she would read 
aloud the sentence to make sure that it sounded appropriate. She rated herself as 
thinking moderately about her goals (4 out of 7) and spending 'a lot' of her mental energy 
on assessment and planning (7 out of 7). For the involvement of language knowledge, 
she rated she used some of her English knowledge (4 out of 7). For the use of topical 
knowledge, she indicated she used 'a little' of her personally common sense (3 out of 7). 
For the functional aspect of language, she felt just a little bit like she was taking part in 
the conversation ( 4 out of 7), even though she would try to imagine the setting. She did 
not feel much about the task affectively and personally (4/5 out of 7); she said that "the 
task is quite daily life, but I did not feel anything special." 
Correspondence between multiple-choice questions and TLU conversation 
The MC task is thus quite different from the TLU conversation, for it fails to engage 
an appropriate extent and type of most participants' individual characteristics. In a 
typical conversation in the TLU, meaning is usually interactively co-constructed, 
understanding is constantly updated between interlocutors, and the topic of the 
conversation is usually explicitly tied with the preceding spoken or written text and/or 
---~--~~----
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anticipates a subsequent one. Therefore, metacognitive strategies, language knowledge, 
topical knowledge, and functional knowledge all need to be highly and constantly 
engaged. Goals underlying the TLU conversation are to accomplish occupational 
activities, to learn new skills, and/or to establish relationships, and they are usually 
closely related to language users' personal needs and preferences. Within that 
fast-speeded turn taking structure in the workplace, language users have to assess 
complex context and plan on how to respond to it fairly quickly to fulfill conventional 
expectations; they may feel challenged and stressed. In high demand are use of 
language knowledge and topical knowledge, which may include business topics, 
relationship between parties, power structures, and institutional cultures and norms. 
The involvement of metacognitive strategies, language knowledge, topical 
knowledge, and functional knowledge in the MC task 1, however, are restricted and 
different from that in the TLU situation. First, the task does not provide sufficient 
opportunity for the use of metacognitive strategies. The goals learners had are mostly 
limited to answering the question about language functions whereas the TLU situation is 
mostly about completing activities, learning new skills, and establishing relationships. 
The short dialogues provide very little contextual information for learners to assess and 
process. Most participants indicated that the task did not provide sufficient information 
for them to assess the context, and they in fact did not need the information to answer the 
questions. The MC task type offers very little room for planning (no opportunity for 
meaning negotiation and discourse creation). These may be the reasons that some 
participants were even unable to recall adequately about their metacognitive thinking 
processes. The task is also perceived by all the participants as highly independent; this 
may further weaken the extent of the metacognitive engagement because participants did 
not have to consider much of the consequences of their performance, which differs 
significant! y. 
Second, language knowledge involved in this task differs from that of the TLU 
situation. Although the processing of task 1 involves some areas of grammatical 
knowledge (syntax and vocabulary) and pragmatics knowledge (sociolinguistics and 
functional), according to the participants, it does not include knowledge of phonology 
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(pronunciation), either receptively or productively, which are crucial aspects to 
performing well in the TLU situaiton. The task tends to be relatively easy for most of 
the learners, and this limits the extent and range of their use of language knowledge as 
well. Third, the MC task does not presuppose an appropriate area/level of topical 
knowledge. Most participants indicated that they used somehow limited topical 
knowledge, whereas in the TLU situation, language users are required to use various 
kinds of topical knowledge to cope with the demands of work-related communication. 
Fourth, task 1 may not engage the proper and sufficient use of language functions. 
Although some participants used their pragmatic knowledge (ideational, manipulative, 
even heuristics) to assess and picture the situation in the question dialogue, they were not 
given the opportunity to produce those acts. Only one participant felt like he was taking 
part in the conversation; the others felt that the task is limited to demonstrating 
knowledge of language use rather than its actual use. Lastly, easy tasks may help 
learners relax, but they do not reflect the TLU situations. Most of the TLU conversation 
is quite intense and fast, it is natural for employees to feel challenged or pressured at 
workplace. In contrast, the interactivness of task 1 is restricted, for it does not 
appropriately engage most participants' many individual characteristics. 
Leamer involvement in Role-play tasks (Task 2) 
The findings show that most of the individual characteristics are to a certain extent 
engaged in the role-play task. The characteristic of metacognitive strategies is 
especially engaged (mean rating 5.33 out of 7 and with all the sub-categories rated above 
5); all of the participants indicated that they had set a goal, assessed, and planned while 
doing the questions, and each of the strategies is perceived as quite strongly engaged by 
most of the participants. Even the very critical Tsui, who most of the time rated 
everything very low, agreed that she spent quite a bit of mental energy on goal setting and 
planning (both rated 5 out of 7), though her use of assessment strategies is still very 
limited (2 out of 7). Topical knowledge is also engaged (4.6 out of 7); every participant 
used a certain extent of their world knowledge/previous experience to work on this task, 
even though the extent may not be very intense to some of them. Their self-ratings of 
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each individual characteristic support the interpretation (see table 4.9). Personal 
characteristics are also well engaged for most of the participants; however, the overall 
rating is not high (4.6 out of 7) because participant Tsui rated it extremely low (1 out of 7). 
Learner involvement of language knowledge, functional knowledge, and affective 
schemata on the other hand suggests a dichotomy, in which some participants felt very 
positive and others felt very negative. The ratings of these characteristics thus are not 
very high. In general, participant Wen and Hsin felt quite well engaged for almost all of 
their individual characteristics. Ling and Chen felt quite engaged for some 
characteristics but felt just somewhat engaged for the others. Tsui overall did not feel 
engaged and rated the involvements of almost all of her individual characteristics quite 
low except for metacognitive strategies and topical knowledge use. One thing found in 
the role-play task is that the agreement within learners is better; fewer learners felt some 
characteristics were engaged yet some were not. Participants' answers to the 
interactiveness questionnaire are described and reported as follows: 
Table 4.9: The extent of learner involvement in task 2 on a scale of 1-7 
Individual Questions for participants Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean agree-
characteristics ment 
1 Meta- To what extent did you set goal, assess, 7 4.67 5 4 6 5.33 Good 
cognitive and plan while doing the questions? (mean 
strategies of a, b, and c) 
2 Language Did these questions make you use lots of 7 4 3 2 5 4.2 Vary 
knowledge different types of English knowledge or 
very little of your English knowledge? 
3 Topical How much did you use other kinds of 6 5 4 4 4 4.6 Good 
knowledge knowledge/personal experience in addition 
to your English knowledge to respond to 
these questions? 
4 Functional While you were doing these questions, did 6 6 3 2 6 4.6 Vary 
knowledge you feel that you were really taking part in 
the conversation? 
5 Affective How much did you like these questions? 6 4 5 3 6 4.8 Vary 
schemata 
6 Personal How suitable were these questions for 5 6 5 1 6 4.6 Mostly 
characteristics ~ou? Good 
Mean ofl to 6 6.17 4.94 4.17 2.67 5.50 4.69 
Intra-leaner agreement Great Good Vary Good Good 
---Note: a= goal setting, b=assessment, c=planning (detailed learner self-ratings see Appendix H) 
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Wen indicated that, for the use of metacognitive strategies, he had cognitively been 
through the process of goal setting, assessment, and planning while doing the task. He 
explained that he spent most of his time thinking how to achieve fluency; he wanted to 
make the conversation sound smooth. He would think of the best way to fluently 
produce speech, and he would consider very carefully of his pronunciation. He would 
try to produce responses that are brief yet at the same time precise, and he would plan on 
those responses before actually saying them. He rated himself thinking a lot about his 
. goal (7 out of 7) and spending 'a lot' of mental energy on assessment and planning (both 
rated 7 out of 7). He did, however, make a critical comment on the strategies he had to 
use to cope with this task. He said, 
It's really weird to speak to a computer and have your speaking recorded! It is also 
strange to make up stuff to say. Making requests is stranger than responding to 
requests because in those questions that I need to come up requests, the answer to 
my request is already there and I have to ask the character based on her answer, and 
if what I asked doesn't match her response, I have to modify what I said. 
Responding to requests is fine, just to answer the questions, and it doesn't really 
matter what I said. 
Wen is one of the few participants who actually went back to modify his previous request 
when he found out what he said did not match the character's subsequent response. 
These actions would seem to require a lot of assessment and planning; he had to think a 
lot about what to say, how to say it, and check if it is appropriately fitted into the whole 
dialogue; his self-rating also reflects this engagement. For the use of language 
knowledge, he rated himself as using a lot of his English knowledge (7 out of 7) to work 
on the task. As for the involvement of topical knowledge, Wen indicated that he used 
'quite a lot' of his topical knowledge/personal experience (6 out of 7). For example, he 
would think how actors converse with each other in TV dramas he had seen before. For 
functional aspect of language, he felt a lot like he was the one taking part in the 
conversation (6 out of 7). He said that the task gave him sufficient room to imagine and 
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decide what he wants to say. Although he would feel a bit silly hearing his own voice 
while playing back the whole conversation between him and the character, he found it 
fairly interesting because it's just like recording a demo. However, he mentioned that 
the task made him feel quite nervous. He rated this task as moderately suitable for him 
(5 out of 7) because he thought his English is not good enough. 
Ling indicates that she spent most of her time thinking what she could say to respond 
to those questions. She agreed that she had set goal, assessed what is needed, and 
planned ways to respond, however, the extent to which she was involved in these 
processes is moderate as she rated herself just using a certain amount of metacognitive 
energy (4 -5 out of 7) working on this task but not a lot. She rated herself using just 
some of her English knowledge (4 out of 7) and some of her topical knowledge/personal 
experience (5 out of 7) to work on the task. She felt strongly that the task did not 
provide sufficient information, and this made her have a hard time coming up things to 
say. Sometimes she ran out of thoughts and didn't know what to ask at all. As for 
functional aspect of language, she felt quite like she was the one taking part in the 
conversation (6 out of 7); this shows that she felt quite engaged in this task. However, 
she was terrified about the recording. She said, "I'm very afraid of hearing my own 
recorded voice"; therefore, she just felt all right about this task affectively ( 4 out of 7). 
Even so, she thinks this task is quite suitable for her (6 out of 7). She explained that "I 
might encounter these situations when I have a job." 
Chen indicated that he would first listen to the prompt and try to think of what to say, 
and then listen on the next item. He would go back to modify his previous response if 
he found it was not appropriate. He said that he could tell what was expected from the 
task by the information embedded in the tumtaking structure it provides. He agreed that 
he had somewhat been through the processes of goal setting, assessment, and planning. 
He rated himself as using moderate metacognitive energy overall on this task (mean 5 out 
of 7). As for the involvement of the types of knowledge he had used, Chen indicated he 
had used 'some' of his English knowledge (3 out of 7) yet not much, and some of his 
topical knowledge (4 out of 7), such as the appropriateness. For functional aspects of 
language, he indicated that although he seemed to participate in a conversation and had 
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indeed produced speech, he still did not feel like he was taking part in a real life 
conversation (3 out of 7) because what he could say was limited due to the fixed design of 
this task. Still, he felt okay about the task affectively and personally (5 out of 7). He 
indicated that what he likes about this task is the way it is presented; although it is not a 
real life conversation, it provides a model for him to understand the possible structure and 
development of a near real-life conversation. He added that the reason he did not really 
like the task is that it took him so long to make up what he needed to say because he was 
unfamiliar with this task type. 
Tsui indicated that she spent most of her time thinking what the characters might ask 
for and how she could appropriately respond to those questions. Although she overall 
felt negatively about recording, she would try to produce speech that sounded as natural 
and normal as possible, and this was because she cared a lot about her voice and how it 
would sound on the machine (as she rated her goal setting 5 out of 7). She knew that the 
task expected her to express her own opinions, so she had to come up with the content of 
what to say and the plan of how to deliver what she wanted to say. However, she 
mentioned she did not use much of her energy on assessment (2 out of 7) because it is an 
easy task and s.he could directly come up what she wanted to say after listening to the 
prompt. On the other hand, she did spend some mental energy on planning (5 out of 7); 
she explained that she needed to think carefully how to best express herself before 
actually saying it, so she could express herself fully. Overall, she rated herself as using 
some metacognitive strategies (4 out of 7) in this task. As for the involvement of types 
of knowledge she had used, she rated herself using very little of her English knowledge 
(2-3 out of 7) and some of her topical knowledge/ personal experience (4 out of 7) to 
work on the task. She said that it is a fairly easy task and requires not much of what she 
knows about English. As for the functional aspect of language use, she felt nothing like 
she was the one taking part in the conversation (as she rated 2 out of 7), because the one 
she was talking to is not a real person. She added, "The questions are all pre-designed. 
Even if I only have one request to make, I still have to make up two more in order to 
complete this task." This also affects how she likes and thinks about the task affectively 
and personally: she indicated that she felt 'so-so' about this task (rated 3 out of 7) because 
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it is not like talking to real people and sometimes the number of questions do not reflect 
the need of that situation. That is, whether she had a lot to ask or very little to ask, she 
had to make up 'three' responses. Therefore, she does not think the task is suitable for 
her (as she rated 1 out of 7); she asked, "Why do I have to talk to a machine anyway?" 
Hsin indicated that, for the use of metacognitive strategies, she had cognitively been 
through the processes of goal setting, assessment, and planning while doing the task. 
She said that she did not have a very specific goal in mind, yet she would try to 
understand the content of the task as much as she could. She would try to figure out the 
main point these conversations were trying to deliver. She would also compare the ideas 
between the model video clip she just watched and the one she came up with, and then 
decide which one to use. Her plan included either copying the model or modifying the 
model and making it her own, or using the idea she came up with solely on her own. 
She spent quite some time here deciding whether or not to copy the model or to use her 
own ideas. She rated herself thinking quite a lot about her goals (6 out of 7) and 
spending ' quite a lot' of her mental energy on assessment and planning, as she rated both 
categories 6 out of 7. As for the involvement of types of knowledge, she indicated she 
used 'some' of her topical knowledge/personal experience (4 out of 7); however, her 
thoughts and ideas mainly came from the video clip. She said that she used some of her 
English knowledge (5 out of 7) to work on the task. For functional aspect of language, 
she felt quite like she was the one conversing with the character (6 out of 7). Finally, 
she said she liked this task a lot (6 out of 7) because it is very real, and that this task is 
quite suitable for her (6 out of 7) because it is very similar to the working situation she 
had before. 
Correspondence between role-play task (task 2) and TLU conversation 
The extent and type of learner involvement in task 2 are found to some extent similar 
yet to some extent different from those of the intended involvement in the TLU. First, 
this task provides some opportunities for the use of metacognitive strategies, yet is still 
somewhat different from the TLU situation: many goals of participants went beyond 
merely answering questions to considerations of the quality of their language production 
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such as pronunciation, fluency, and voice naturalness. Learners are aiming to create 
natural conversations via the careful use and control of the language rather than merely 
answering questions about language, which is quite close to a normal communicative 
purpose in TLU situation. Even though participants were aware of the fact that the 
situation set up for this task is not real, the characters they were talking to are simulations, 
and their responses would not have an actual effect on any subsequent events or the 
interlocutors. In order to produce fluent and natural responses, participants spent a good 
amount of energy on assessment and planning using language cues embedded in that 
sequential and interrelated (three- pairs) tumtaking structure. This part is quite similar 
to engagement in the TLU situation; however, some participants indicated that they had 
difficulty making up things to say because the task does not provide sufficient 
information. This suggests that what they were struggling with might be the content 
rather than the language. Although the productive design of the task does provide room 
for participants to generate their metacognitive strategies, they are not given an 
opportunity to negotiate meaning, which is an important feature of TLU conversation. 
The comment from Wen also points out that the strategies of assessing and planning 
elicited in task 2 differ from those in the TLU situation. This would make a great 
difference in the involvement of metacognitive strategy use between task 2 and the TLU 
domain. Also, the tumtaking speed in the TLU situation is very fast whereas there is no 
time limit in task 2. This way, participants might not feel the intensity and urgency that 
people normally deal with in the TLU situation, even though they were quite engaged in 
this task as they spent a great deal of time on thinking and planning on one item (15-50 
seconds). Hence the whole metacognitive involvement of this task is somehow different 
from that of the TLU situation, even though it captures quite a few similarities. 
Second, the engagement of language knowledge in this task is somehow narrower 
and shallower than the TLU situation. Although participants were required to think and 
produce actual speech, they were not given the opportunity to negotiate meaning whereas 
in the TLU domain, meaning is often co-constructed and constantly updated. The 
intensity and range of language knowledge involved in the TLU would be very different 
from the involvement in this role-play task. Third, the task presupposes some area/level 
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of topical knowledge. Most participants (4 out of 5) drew upon their own personal 
experiences/knowledge of correspondence in order to come up the content of the response. 
Even though the type of topical knowledge engaged is not as specific as that in the TLU, 
learners do have to say something via the use of language, which is how people use 
language to do things in the TLU. Fourth, task 2 is able to engage some participants' 
functional knowledge, but not all, because there is no a real audience with real and 
specific purpose, and responses are restricted to responding item type dialogues. As 
Chen said, "It is still not like real life conversation because the whole text was given, the 
answers are restricted, even though it provides more room than MC task." Furthermore, 
many participants mentioned that they were unfamiliar with the task type and felt 
uncomfortable talking to computer and having their voices recorded; some people felt 
very anxious about their voice and pronunciation. Although recording is not natural in 
TLU, anxiety is actually part of the TLU phenomena especially to non-native speakers of 
English. As long as their anxiety does not impede them from performing their best, 
challenging tasks in fact better reflect the TLU situation than easy tasks. While the task 
is a computer-assisted language task, what participants mainly felt anxious about is their 
speaking rather than their familiarity with the task type. 
Leamer involvement in multiple-choice questions (Task 3) 
Leamer involvement in task 3 is overall quite limited except for affective schemata 
and personal characteristics; for most learners, most individual characteristics are not well 
engaged. The involvement of language knowledge is especially limited (mean rating 2.4 
out of 7); no participant rated their involvement on or above 4. The ratings displayed in 
table 4.10 show this tendency. The involvement of metacognitive strategies is mostly 
limited (mean rating 3 out of 7); only Ling to a certain extent engaged (4.67 out of 7) and 
Wen somehow engaged ( 4 out of 7); others used very little or none of that mental energy. 
The involvement of topical knowledge is also rated very low (mean rating 2.6 out of 7); 
only Ling said she used some of that knowledge, while others reported that they did not 
think much at all. The involvement of functional knowledge, affective schemata, and 
personal characteristics present a dichotomous tendency, in which some participants felt 
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quite positive while some others felt quite negative. For the involvement of functional 
knowledge (mean 3), Ling and Hsin felt like they were taking part in the conversation 
while others felt very little involvement. For the involvement of affective schemata 
(mean 4.8), Ling, Tsui, and Hsin (females) all said they liked the task because it is easy. 
Wen and Chen (males) felt just okay because they did not like the testing-like repetitions. 
For the involvement of personal characteristics, Chen and Tsui both felt it was too easy 
for them, Wen felt repetition, Ling did not feel much, and in contrast, Hsin felt the task 
closely resembled real life. Overall, all participants except Ling felt to a certain extent 
engaged, but none of the others felt engaged for most of their individual characteristics. 
Task 3 and task 1 are both multiple-choice questions; however, the ratings of task 3 are 
much lower than task 1. Participants' answers to the interactiveness questionnaire are 
described and reported as follows: 
Table 4.10: The extent of learner involvement in task 3 on a scale of 1-7 
Individual Questions for participants Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean agree-
characteristics ment 
1 Meta- To what extent did you set goal, assess, 4 4.67 3 1 2.33 3 Vary 
cognitive and plan while doing the questions? (mean 
strategies of a, b, and c) 
2 Language Did these questions make you use lots of 3 2 3 3 2.4 Good 
knowledge different types of English knowledge or 
very little of your English knowledge? 
3 Topical How much did you use other kinds of 3 5 3 1 2.6 Vary 
knowledge knowledge/personal experience in addition 
to your English knowledge to respond to 
these questions? 
4 Functional While you were doing these questions, did 2 5 2 1 5 3 Vary 
knowledge you feel that you were really taking part in 
the conversation? 
5 Affective How much did you like these questions? 3 5 3 7 6 4.8 Vary 
schemata 
6 Personal How suitable were these questions for 2 4 3 7 6 4.4 Vary 
characteristics ~ou? 
Meanofl to 6 2.83 4.28 2.83 3.00 3.89 3.37 
Intra-leaner agreement Good Vary Good Vary Vary 
------Note: a= goal setting, b=assessment, c=planning (detailed learner self-ratings see Appendix H) 
Wen indicated that since this task was identical to task 1, he did not need to spend as 
much mental energy as he did in task 1. He reported that he did those questions mainly 
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just for the sake of answering questions because he already knew what the task was about. 
He said he had gone through the metacognitive process like that in task 1; however, based 
on his self-rating, the extent of the involvement has an obvious drop compared to task 1. 
He rated himself thinking not much of his goal (3 out of 7) and spending 'some' time on 
assessment and planning (4-5 out of 7). As for the involvement of types of knowledge 
he had used, Wen indicated he had used 'not much' of his topical knowledge/personal 
experience (3 out of 7), and not much of his English knowledge (3 out of 7) either. For 
the use of functional knowledge, he felt nothing like he was the one taking part in the 
conversation (2 out of 7) because he had understood what the task was going to ask from 
his experience in task 1. Because of that, he did not feel much about the task affectively 
or personally (2-3 out of 7). He added that he did not like it because he felt the task was 
repetitive. 
Ling indicated that appropriateness is the main criteria she had in mind while 
answering the questions. She disagreed that she had set a goal, but agreed that she had 
assessed what was needed and planned ways to respond. She mentioned that she spent 
most of her time struggling with which item to choose because she couldn't understand 
the meaning of the questions. She would just look at those choices and pick the ones 
that seemed most appropriate to use based on her knowledge of appropriateness rather 
than choosing the one that reflectd the questions. For example, if one choice sounded 
impolite and another sounded more polite, she would pick the one that sounded polite 
without actually knowing what was really being asked. To her surprise, she selected all 
the items correctly. All in all, she used some metacognitive energy (4 -5 out of 7) 
working on this task but not a lot. She rated herself as using 'very little' of her English 
knowledge (2 out of 7) and putting some of her topical knowledge/personal experience (5 
out of 7) to work on the task. She said that she would think of her past experience of 
conversation and assess the task based on that part of her knowledge. She felt somehow 
like she was the one taking part in the conversation (5 out of 7); she would consider 
whether the questioner gave the receiver in the dialogue an uncomfortable feeling. She 
reported that she felt okay about this task affectively and personally (4-5 out of 7). She 
said that this task is all right, she did not feel anything disturbing, and it was just like 
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answering questions. She thought it was not too hard or too easy, and if she didn't know 
the answer, she could simply just guess. 
Chen indicated that he would first decide whether the type of response to the 
question is positive or negative, and then he would select the most suitable item based on 
that from those provided. He said that he didn't have any particular goal in mind, but he 
agreed that somehow he used his mental energy on assessment and planning. However, 
this does not mean that he was particularly engaged in this task because even MC 
questions, which give him a very 'testing' feeling, still require a certain method to 
complete. He rated himself using very limited metacognitive strategies overall on this 
task (mean 3 out of 7). As for the involvement of language and topical knowledge, 
Chen indicated he had used 'some' of his English knowledge (3 out of 7) yet not much, 
and not much of his topical knowledge (3 out of 7). For the functional aspect of 
language, he indicated that he did not feel like taking part in the conversation at all (2 out 
of 7) because the task was just like testing, and because he could not respond freely, he 
didn't feel like participating in a conversation like that in the TLU. In general, Chen felt 
slightly negative about the task affectively and personally (3 out of 7); he said that the 
task was too easy for him and too closely resembled a testing situation. 
Tsui indicated that the reason she didn't get every question right on this task is that 
she was way too relaxed and didn't pay much attention since she thought the questions 
must be of the same easy material as those in task 1. She tended to scan for key words 
in questions, such as 'refuse', then search suitable choices based on that. She did not set 
any particular goals for doing this task, and she did not spend much mental energy on 
assessment and planning either. She rated herself as using overall extremely limited 
metacognitive strategies (1 out of 7) in this task. As for the involvement of language 
and topical knowledge, she rated herself as using very little of her English knowledge (1 
out of 7) and none of her topical knowledge/personal experience (1 out of 7) to work on 
the task. She felt nothing like she was the one taking part in the conversation (as she 
rated 1 out of 7) because "it is just answering questions." Again, although she tended to 
feel very negative about the task, surprisingly, she indicated that she liked the task a lot (7 
out of 7) and thought this task was very suitable for her (7 out of 7). She explained that 
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although the task was not suitable for her level, she liked the task because it was easy and 
made her feel good and competent. 
Hsin indicated that although she would think of the content of the dialogue, she did 
not think too much because 'the task was too easy to answer. She rated herself overall 
spending little mental energy on goal setting, assessment, and planning as she rated all 
categories 2/3 out of 7. As for the involvement of types of knowledge, she indicated she 
did not use her topical knowledge/personal experience (1 out of 7), and used only a bit of 
her English knowledge (3 out of 7) to work on the task. For the functional aspect of 
language, she felt somehow like she was taking part in the conversation (5 out of 7). In 
general, she liked the task because it was easy and thought the task is suitable for her 
because the content was close to real life. 
Correspondence between multiple-choice question (task 3) and TLU conversation 
The extent and type of learner involvement in task 3 are very different from those of 
the intended involvement in the TLU situation. First, this task does not provide 
sufficient opportunity for the use of metacognitive strategies: most of the participants did 
not think much of their goal setting; they tended to lose their interest and purpose in doing 
this task. The task type limits the use of metacognitive strategies; it restricts learners' 
involvement of assessment and planning to merely picking and matching limited input. 
Accordingly, learners were not required to come up with things to say, which is very 
different from the TLU situation. The overall involvement of metacogonitive strategies 
of this task is thus very limited. Second, the task does not engage appropriate areas or 
an appropriate extent of language knowledge; all of the participants indicated they used 
very little of what they know about English. The task is also somehow repetitive and to 
a certain extent too easy for many participants, and this may limit their use of language 
knowledge as well. 
Third, this MC task does not presuppose the appropriate area/level of topical 
knowledge. Participants indicated that they used very limited topical knowledge, 
whereas in the TLU situation, language users are required to use various kinds of topical 
knowledge to cope with the demand of work related communication. Fourth, this task 
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does not engage sufficient use of language functions. Some felt like they were taking 
part in the conversation, others did not. Fifth, the task does not evoke meaningful and 
affective responses; most learners felt either okay or not much about it. Also, most 
participants did not think that the task was suitable for them because it was too easy and 
too repetitive. Overall, task 3 is not very interactive for it does not appropriately engage 
participants' many individual characteristics. 
Learner involvement in drag and drop task (Task 4) 
Learner involvement in the drag-and-drop task is mostly limited exc¢pt for affective 
schemata and personal characteristics. Most of the participants indicated that they liked 
the task because it was fun and thought that the task was suitable for them (both rated 
I 
above 5). Only Chen did not like the task much because he thought it w*s repetitive and 
I just like traditional testing. The involvement of language knowledge wa~ however 
restricted (mean rating 3 out of 7); the task did not require most of the participants to use 
: 
much of what they know about English to work on it. The involvement 9f 
I 
metacognitive strategies, topical knowledge, and functional knowledge v~ed; some 
I 
participants felt quite positive while some others felt quite negative. Fo~ the 
I 
involvement of metacognitive strategies, Wen and Ling reported that they!used quite a lot 
of their mental energy, but the others did not. For the involvement of to~ical knowledge, 
only Wen reported tbat he was engaged; Hsin used some of that knowled~e while others 
thought very little of it. For the involvement of functional knowledge, en, Ling, and 
Hsin felt like they were taking part in the conversation while two others £ It very little 
involvement. Overall, Wen felt well-engaged for most of his individual haracteristics; 
Ling and Hsin felt somewhat engaged; Chen and Tsui did not feel engage 
self-ratings of individual characteristics are listed in Table 4.11. 
Their 
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Table 4.11: The extent of learner involvement in task 4 on a scale of 1-7 
Individual Questions for participants 
Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean agree-
characteristics ment 
1 Meta- To what extent did you set goal, assess, 4.67 5.33 2.67 1.33 2 3.2 Vary 
cognitive and plan while doing the questions? (mean 
strategies of a, b, and c) 
2 Language Did these questions make you use lots of 5 3 3 2 2 3 Vary 
knowledge different types of English knowledge or 
very little of your English knowledge? 
3 Topical How much did you use other kinds of 5 4 3 1 4 3.4 Vary 
knowledge knowledge/personal experience in addition 
to your English knowledge to respond to 
these questions? 
4 Functional While you were doing these questions, did 7 5 2 6 4.2 Vary 
knowledge you feel that you were really taking part in 
the conversation? 
5 Affective How much did you like these questions? 6 5 3 7 7 5.6 Good 
schemata except 
Chen 
6 Personal How suitable were these questions for 6 7 3 7 6 5.8 Good 
characteristics you? except 
Chen 
Mean ofl to 6 5.61 4.89 2.78 3.22 4.5 4.2 
Intra-learner agreement Good Vary Good Vary Vary 
---Note: a= goal setting, b=assessment, c=planning (detailed learner self-ratings see Appen ix H) 
Wen indicated that although he did not think much while doing the t sk, he felt quite 
engaged in this task. He said the reason he got one of the items wrong as that he 
picked that answer mainly based on what he wanted to say rather than wh t is appropriate 
for the characters in the dialogue. He picked the answer based on his fir t intuition as if 
he was the one responding to the character. He also mentioned that the oal he had in 
mind was to complete the dialogue, as he rated himself thinking some of is goal (5 out of 
7); however, although he felt very engaged, he indicated that he spent just 'some' mental 
energy on assessment and planning (4-5 out of 7). As for the involveme t of topical 
knowledge and language knowledge, Wen indicated he used 'some' of his topical 
knowledge/personal experience (5 out of 7), and a moderate amount of hi English 
knowledge (5 out of 7). For the functional aspect of language, he felt en irely like he 
was the one taking part in the conversation (7 out of 7). Because of that, he felt quite 
positive about the task affectively and personally (6 out of 7), and he expl ·ned that it was 
a cool and interesting task and said that at least it gave you room to portra the situation. 
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Ling indicated that she would first try to figure out what the character is asking for 
and then select the most appropriate response. English knowledge is required in order to 
assess the conversation. She rated herself using some metacognitive energy on goal 
setting (4 out of 7) and quite a lot on assessment and planning (6 out of 7). She rated 
herself as using 'some' of her English knowledge (3 out of 7) and some of her topical 
knowledge/personal experience (4 out of 7) to work on the task. She said that she would 
assess the task based on her knowledge of appropriate conversation. She felt somewhat 
like she was the one taking part in the conversation (5 out of 7); she would imagine 
herself as an employee of the character. She felt positive about this task affectively (5 
out of 7) and personally (7 out of 7) because "it is fun to drag and drop and no recording 
is needed!" She said, "Simple tasks are good for me, I don't like to think too much." 
For Chen, the way he processed through task 4 is almost the same as the way he did 
in task 3. He would first decide whether the type of response to the question was 
positive or negative, and then he would select the most suitable item based on that from 
those provided. He thought task 4 was exactly the same as task 2 just the response type 
was different. He said there was not much he could manipulate since the only task was 
to pick one answer. He rated himself as using very limited metacognitive strategies 
overall on this task (mean 3 out of 7). As for the involvement of language knowledge 
and topical knowledge, Chen indicated he had used 'a bit' of his English knowledge (3 
out of 7) yet not much, and not much of his topical knowledge (3 out of 7). As for the 
functional aspect of language, he indicated that he did not feel like he was taking part in 
the conversation at all (2 out of 7). He said, "If a specific set of answers are already 
given and only the matching of semantic meaning is required, one does nqt have to decide 
whether or not to give positive or negative response, therefore, it is not li~e participating 
in a real life conversation." Accordingly, Chen did not really like this ta$k because it 
was like a test rather than a real life conversation, and he thought the task was not quite 
suitable for him (3 out of 7) because it was way too easy. 
Tsui rated herself as using extremely limited metacognitive strategie$ (1 out of 7) in 
this task. She said she would just simply listen to what was requested and picked a 
suitable response from those provided. She rated herself as using very little of her 
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English knowledge (2 out of 7) and none of her topical knowledge/personal experience (1 
out of 7) on this task. She felt nothing like she was the one taking part in the 
conversation (as she rated 1 out of 7) because there was no real audience. Again, 
although she tended to feel very negative about this task, ironically, she liked the task a 
lot (7 out of 7) and thought this task was very suitable for her (7 out of 7). She said 
although she did not feel much about the task, she liked the task because it was easy and 
made her feel good about herself. 
Hsin rated herself as using overall quite limited metacognitive strategies (2 out of 7) 
in this task. She said she did not think much while working on it. She used some her 
topical knowledge/ personal experience (4 out of 7), and a bit of her English knowledge 
(2 out of 7) to work on the task. As for the functional aspect of languagq, she felt quite 
' 
' like she was taking part in the conversation (6 out of 7). As for how she:felt about the 
task affectively and personally, she said she liked the task; "it is easy and un, just like 
games!" 
Correspondence between drag-and-drop (task 4) and TLU conversation 
The drag-and-drop task is generally different from the TLU convers ion for it does 
not engage an appropriate extent and type of most participants' individual characteristics 
except for affective schemata and personal characteristics. First, this tas does not 
provide sufficient opportunity for the use of metacognitive strategies: thei 
working on this task is mainly restricted to answering questions, except f r Wen, who 
aimed to complete the conversation; some of the participants did not even have a goal in 
mind. Short listening prompts provide direct yet de-contextualized info ation to 
I 
I 
assess/process, and multiple-choice selections provide little room for planping (no room 
I 
for discourse creation). Most participants (4 out of 5 participants) also a~reed that this 
task is highly independent; they don't have to depend on the previous resBonse to work 
on a question. However, this is not the original intention of the task desi~n. Most 
learners view each item as single non-related questions, however the task ~as meant to 
I 
resemble a three pair tum taking conversation. The design of the task seqms not to be 
understood by most participants. I 
I 
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Second, the language knowledge involved in this task is different from that of TLU 
situation because most participants indicated that they used little of what they know about 
English. Third, although the task cannot make learners use as much topical knowledge 
as they normally need in a TLU task, this drag-and-drop task engages some participants' 
certain area/level of topical knowledge, just not for all. Fourth, task 4 somehow engages 
some use of language functions. Although Chen and Hsin did not feel engaged at all, 
the three others felt like they were taking part in the conversation. The task engages 
some ideational aspect of functional knowledge which is higher than traditional MC 
questions; however, the overall degree of the involvement is still somewhat limited 
compared with the TLU situation because there is no manipulative or heuristic aspect 
engaged. Fifth, the task presupposes good suitability and engages good affective 
schemata (both ratings above 5.5 out of 7). Most of them like the task and thought the 
task quite suitable for them because such a task is fun and interesting similar to a game. 
This might somehow reflect TLU engagement, since most participants prefer the TLU 
domain because it is interesting, not because it is easy. 
Learner responses in LEI tasks and their correspondence to the TLU situation 
This section addresses the fifth research question analyzing the actual language 
produced by participants and their ratings on the outcome questionnaire. The 
participants' ratings for the four tasks are reported; however, only the discourse in task 2 
is analyzed because the other LEI tasks do not involve actual language production. The 
absence of discourse/meaning negotiation provides no basis to make a comparison and 
makes the outcome of these tasks extremely inauthentic. A discourse analysis approach 
was used to discover how the two domains are similar or different from o' e another. 
The discourses between the simulated characters and the participants are ecorded and 
transcribed in Appendix L. Learners' self-assessment of their actual res onses in each 
LEI task are listed in table 4.12, 4.13, 4.14, and 4.15. 
Multiple-choice questions (Task 1) 
Participant ratings show that their responses in task 1 do not reflect t eir usual 
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responses in the TLU situation. The ratings are not high because participants tend to 
perceive the correspondence of each outcome feature differently. To W~n and Hsin, this 
task elicited the similar kind of language to that which they would normally use in the 
TLU domain (both rated 5 out of 7). In contrast, Chen and Tsui disagre~d (3 and 1 out 
I 
of 7). For the content of response, Tsui, on the contrary, thought that thd content of her 
i 
response was what she would be likely to say in real life, whereas Wen di~agreed. For 
the tone of response, Ling, Chen, and Hsin all rated theirs high (6, 5, and ls out of 7), 
whereas Wen and Tsui rated their low (3 and 2 out of 7). For the formatl!of response, all 
I 
of the participants gave extremely low ratings except Hsin. For the intr~-leamer 
agreement, four participants tended to feel quite differently about each chfacteristic; only 
Hsin shows quite consistent agreement for all of the characteristics. Moreover, there is 
! 
no actual production required by this task. Therefore, the outcome authfnticity of task 1 
is very low and very different from that of the TLU situation. 
i 
I 
Table 4.12: Leamer assessment of task 1 response in relation to their TLU respc nse 
Outcome Questions for participants 
Wen Ling Chen Tsui f sin Mean agree-features ment 
1 Language Does the language that you used to 5 4 3 1 5 3.6 Vary 
characteri respond these questions reflect the 
sties language you would normally use in a 
similar real life situation? 
2 Content Is the content of your response what you 2 4 4 5 4 3.8 Vary 
would be likely to say in real life? 
3 Tone Do you think you gave any information 3 6 5 2 5 4.2 Vary 
about how you felt about the topic in the 
way you responded to it? 
4 Format The way you responded to the questions is 1 2 2 5 2.2 Good 
to use mouse to choose a correct answer. except 
Would you communicate in this way in Hsin 
real life conversation? 
Mean ofl to 6 2.75 4 3.5 2.25 4 75 
Role-play (Task 2) 
Participant ratings show that their responses in task 2 reflect their us 1al responses in 
the TLU situation quite well except for the format. Characteristics of la guage, content, 
and tone are rated highly (mean rating 5, 5.6, and 5 out of 7) by most of tl e participants. 
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The format of the response, however, is rated extremely low from all of the participants 
I 
except for Hsin. 
Table 4.13: Learner assessment of task 2 response in relation to their TLU resp nse 
Outcome Questions for participants 
features Wen Ling Chen Tsui 
sin Mean agree-
ment 
1 Language Does the language that you used to 
characteri respond these questions reflect the 
6 6 6 5 ,5 5.6 Good 
sties language you would normally use in a 
similar real life situation? 
2 Content Is the content of your response what you 
would be likely to say in real life? 
3 Tone Do you think you gave any information 
about how you felt about the topic in the 
way you responded to it? 
4 Format The way you responded to the questions is 
to use mouse to choose a correct answer. 
Would you communicate in this way in 
real life conversation? 
Meanofl to 6 
3 4 5 7 6 
6 5 5 6 6 
1 2 1 16 
4 4.25 4.25 4.75 5,.75 
5 Vary 
5.6 Good 
2.2 Good 
except 
Hsin 
For the actual language production, learners' discourses produced inltask 2 are in 
some ways similar yet at the same time in some ways different from that pf a TLU 
i 
conversation. They are similar in the way that task 2 shares three qualit~es of typical 
discourse in the TLU: turn taking, adjacency pair, and self-repair. In thel role-play, 
I 
participants are forced to take turns to speak with the character due to theltask design. 
I 
Such tumtaking is realized when the basic adjacency pair is in operation ~nd in this case it 
I 
I 
is organized in a question-answer structure. Since what the character is ~oing to say is 
already displayed in the task, participants have to create their responses b~sed on 
character's previous and subsequent utterances. Self-repair usually occJrs when 
I 
participants find out that what is expected by the character is different frotn what they 
assumed, and this usually happens at grammatical level. Those who notice the 
incoherence would then go back to modify their utterance. For instance, in example 1 
(see below), the participant modifies the grammatical structure of (d) to (f) after listening 
to the (e)~ in example 2, the participant changes (d) to (f) based on (e)~ and in example 3, 
the participant alters (b) to (d) based on (c). However, this is not the way that people 
modify their speech in the TLU~ usually the interlocutor in the TLU would normally 
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adapt to the previous utterance made by the participant but not to say whatever he or she 
wants and expects the participants to repair afterwards. For instance, in example 3, 
sentence (f) should not be a problem in the TLU, however, it is a problem here since the 
participant did not provide a reason for his denial and thus creates the incoherence in 
sentence (g). The character said "well, have fun tonight," but the participant did not 
mention what is fun. For similarities, discourse markers such as "urn," "oh," and "well," 
can be found in almost every role-play discourse. 
Example 1 from Chen: 
Amy: (a) Hi Chris what can I do for you? 
Chen: (b) (pause 13 sec) would you give me a cup of coffee? Thanks. (did it record? 
Not loud enough right? Decide to record again) Hi Chris, urn could you give 
me a cup of coffee, thanks. 
Amy: (c) Sure 
Chen: (d) (13 sec) urn urn could you also give me the schedule of today's work? 
Amy: (e) No, not at all, anything else? (she responded me this way, so do I have to 
change my previous request?) 
Chen: (f) Would you mind give me urn the today's work schedule? 
Amy: (g) No, not at all, anything else? 
Chen: (h) (long pause 30 sec) (I can't think of anything to ask .... ) Could you also help 
me to set the appointment with Sandy? Thanks. 
However, although three qualities of discourse are found in the outcome, participants 
do not have a chance to initiate/change a topic, maintain the floor, change the tumtaking 
structure, or negotiate with the simulated character. Discourse created in this task is 
structured in a fixed way; however, discourse in the TLU tends to vary in unpredictable 
ways depending on the interaction of two interlocutors. This leads to the major problem 
that such a role-play cannot capture the core of unpredictability and dynamic of 
interaction. Participant Hsin's verbal accounts also point out this problem. She 
mentioned the following while working on the first role-play: 
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"Do I have to complete the task even I don't understand the prompt? In real life, I 
would say "pardon," then people would explain and elaborate their speech, but I can't 
do it here. Can I just not to respond to the first utterance? I think I will just skip 
this item and work on the next one." 
The role-play task is also different from the TLU in several ways. First, although 
the character and the participants talk to each other using interpersonal references such as 
"you" and "I", how the interlocutors address each other is incoherent. In sentence (a) in 
example 1 and 2, character Amy addresses the participant as Chris; however, the 
participants are not Chris. In example 1, the participant even called Amy Chris. This 
would be considered inappropriate in the TLU conversation and would receive immediate 
feedback; however, in this task, the participant did not even notice the mistake. Second, 
the participants spent quite long time thinking and planning, for instance, (b), (d), and (h) 
in example 1. The silence in (h) lasts for 30 seconds, which is an extremely long pause 
in a conversation like these. 
However, typically, in the TLU, there is seldom any time to do outlining, planning, 
and drafting. The pace is very fast, so the turntaking can be smooth and conversation 
can be kept going. Third, there is no real audience. This violates the nature of 
communication and interaction where the purpose is to accomplish activities, learn new 
skills, and create relationships. None of these can be achieved in this task. Fourth, the 
task is not topic-oriented. Oral communication in the workplace is usually 
topic-oriented. This task does not provide sufficient contextual information in the first 
place, and the contents made up by the participants tend to be loose, and it hard to judge 
whether they are situationally appropriate since the task does not specify the relationship 
between the character and the participants. For instance, in example 2, utterance (d) to 
(g) can be either appropriate or inappropriate according to the situation and the 
participants' relationships. Fifth, there is no adaptive feedback from the character. In 
the TLU situation, how one's communicative effectiveness is measured is in the responses 
one receives. In the role-play, the feedback is fixed rather than adaptive. Sixth, two 
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role-play tasks are not related to each other. In the TLU situation, communicative events 
are explicitly tied with the preceding spoken or written text and/or anticipate the 
subsequent one. However, this task does not include this quality. 
Examples two and three require a closer-look. Participants asked several questions 
after (a) is played. Many of them were confused and did not know what was expected of 
them to complete the task. Instead of negotiating with the interlocutor as to what usually 
happens in the TLU situation, participants interacted with the researcher for clarification. 
Wen in example 2 complains: "Really stupid task, weird and comes from no where, if the 
task expect students to practice request, and have computer answer, they should have 
information written on the page." Learners face difficulty in coming up with content 
and requesting to complete the conversation because the task does not provide sufficient 
information. 
Example 2 from Wen: 
Amy: (a) Hi Chris what can I do for you? (laugh .. so you can record your own answer ... 
so do I have to ask her question? You need to listen and follow direction and 
record your response, oh so I have to speak and record, long pause, what could I 
request? Anything? Or should I say what was said in the model? I can't 
remember ... play the second time, So weird .... Speaking to a computer ... .long 
pause ... figuring how to control the record button .... , play the third time, try 
out the record button, was it recording? Yes, you can stop it by clicking it 
again.) 
Wen: (b) coffee please. (ok I've done the first request, laugh) 
Amy: (c) Sure 
Wen: (d) (uh .. .let me think, pause) (clear throat) then leave my office right now 
Amy: (e) not, not at all 
Wen: (f) oh (I did it wrong) Do you mind leaving my office right now? 
Wen: (g) please shot the door (laugh) 
--------------------------------------------------
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Example 3 from Chen: 
Talia: (a) Say Alex ... could you check some background information for the Nick 
Chen: 
Tali a: 
Chen: 
Tali a: 
Chen: 
Tali a: 
Chen: 
Crawford story? 
(b) sure, no problem ... anyel anyel else? 
(c) oh, really? Well, can you do it later this afternoon? 
(d) (oh, so I have to change my previous one, listen again the first prompt) urn 
sorry, but un now I got the other things I need to do. 
(e) oh, really? Well, can you do it later this afternoon? 
(f) urn sorry, but I'm afraid I can't do that for you this afternoon. 
(g) Oh. Ok. Well, have fun tonight! 
(h) Thanks. See you later. 
As a result, even though learner performances in task 2 include quite a few features 
like those in the TLU, they still fail to catch some critical aspects of a dynamic TLU 
conversation. Leamer performances in this task are still somewhat different from what 
participants are normally required to say and do in the TLU conversation. 
Multiple-choice questions (Task 3) versus TLU conversation 
Participant ratings show that their responses in task 3 do not reflect their usual 
responses in the TLU situation. The ratings are not high because participants tend to 
perceive the correspondence of each outcome feature differently. To Wen and Hsin, this 
task elicited language similar to that which they would normally use in the TLU domain 
(both rated 5 out of 7). However, Ling, Chen and Tsui disagreed (3, 3, and 1 out of 7). 
For the content of response, Tsui thought that the content of her response was what she 
would be likely to say in real life, whereas Wen, in contrast, disagreed. For the tone of 
response, only Hsin gave a high rating (6 out of 7), whereas Wen and Tsui gave extremely 
low ratings (2 and 3 out of 7). All of the participants rated the format of the response 
extremely low except Hsin. As for the intra-learner agreement, four participants 
generally felt differently about each characteristic; only Hsin shows quite consistent 
agreement for all of the characteristics. In addition, there is no actual production 
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required by this task. Therefore, the outcome authenticity of task 3 can be described as 
very low and very different from that of the TLU situation. 
Table 4.14: Learner assessment of task 3 response in relation to their TLU response 
Outcome Questions for participants Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean agree-features ment 
1 Language Does the language that you used to 5 3 3 5 3.4 Vary 
characteri respond these questions reflect the 
sties language you would normally use in a 
similar real life situation? 
2 Content Is the content of your response what you 3 4 4 6 6 4.6 Vary 
would be likely to say in real life? 
3 Tone Do you think you gave any information 2 4 4 3 6 3.8 Vary 
about how you felt about the topic in the 
way you responded to it? 
4 Format The way you responded to the questions is 1 2 1 6 2.2 Good 
to use mouse to choose a correct answer. except 
Would you communicate in this way in Hsin 
real life conversation? 
Meanofl to 6 2.75 3.25 3 2.75 5.75 
Drag and drop (Task 4) versus TLU conversation 
Participant ratings show that their responses in task 4 to a certain extent reflect their 
usual responses in the TLU situation. All of the participants rated characteristics of 
content highly (mean rating 5.8 out of 7). Characteristics of language and tone, however, 
receive different reactions. Wen, Ling, and Hsin reported that this task elicited similar 
language to that which they would normally use in the TLU domain (5, 6, and 5 out of 7). 
Yet, two participants, Chen and Tsui, reported that they disagreed (both rated 3 out of 7). 
For the tone of response, Wne and Hsin offered high ratings (both rated 6 out of 7), 
whereas Chen and Tsui 's ratings were low (3 and 2 out of 7). The format of response 
receives the lowest rating from all participants except Hsin. The intra-learner agreement 
varies among most participants; only Hsin shows quite consistent agreement for all of the 
characteristics. Again, it is important to note that this task requires no actual production. 
Therefore, the outcome authenticity of task 4 is very low and very different from that of 
the TLU situation. 
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Table 4.15: Learner assessment of task 4 response in relation to their TLU response 
Outcome Questions for participants Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean agree-features ment 
1 Language Does the language that you used to 5 6 3 3 5 4.4 Vary 
characteri respond these questions reflect the kind of 
sties language you would normally use in a 
similar real life situation? 
2 Content Is the content of your response what you 6 6 5 6 6 5.8 Good 
would be likely to say in real life? 
3 Tone Do you think you gave any information 6 4 3 2 6 4.2 Vary 
about how you felt about the topic in the 
way you responded to it? 
4 Format The way you responded to the questions is 2 2 1 6 2.4 Good 
to use mouse to choose a correct answer. except 
Would you communicate in this way in Hsin 
real life conversation? 
Meanofl to 6 4.75 4.5 3 3 5.75 
Based on this perspective, whether or not the actual language production of a task 
can be considered authentic depends mostly on the results of discourse analysis. Leamer 
perceptions of their responses in relation to their usual response in the TLU situation 
provide an additional perspective to determine the authenticity of outcome. The data 
show that the actual responses of the role-play task has the better correspondence with the 
responses of the TLU situation than the others. This is because the spoken discourse 
produced by participants in this task contains several critical features like that in the TLU 
domain, and most participants share this perception. The outcome of tasks 1, 3, and 4, 
however, does not correspond well to the TLU domain because these tasks do not involve 
the actual use of language. Participant ratings generally support this interpretation, with 
only one exception. In Task 4, all of the participants strongly agreed that the content of 
their response matched what they would likely say in real life. 
To sum up, the first question found that the TLU tasks requires that meaning be 
interactively co-constructed between interlocutors through verbal and oral conversation 
within a fast speeded tum taking structure. The interlocutors converse in order to 
accomplish something via the use of language, and the topic of such conversation is 
found both to be tied with the preceding event and to anticipate a subsequent one. The 
context (setting, participants, and norms) is specific and clear to the interlocutors, and the 
effectiveness of one's communication is measured in the responses/feedback one receives 
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from another interlocutor. The second question found that the MC tasks only capture 
20% of the TLU features, whereas the role-play task captures the 50% of the TLU 
features. The drag-and-drop task is a combination between the two, capturing 40% of 
the TLU features. The third question found that the participants did not perceive the MC 
tasks as corresponding well to the TLU tasks, whereas the role-play task was perceived 
by most participants as corresponding to the TLU tasks. The drag-and-drop task was 
found to correspond to a certain extent with the TLU tasks. The fourth question found 
that participants were to a certain extent engaged in the role-play task, yet were not well 
engaged in the MC and drag-and-drop tasks. The fifth question found that the outcome 
of the MC tasks and the drag-and-drop task does not correspond well to the TLU tasks, 
for the actual language production is not required, and learner ratings also support this 
mismatch. The role-play task, on the other hand, corresponds to a certain extent to the 
intended TLU situation. The language produced shares several TLU discourse qualities 
and learner ratings mostly support the match. The data analysis and the findings, 
moreover, raise several issues, which are discussed in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION 
This study investigated the authenticity of four LEI speaking tasks from multiple 
perspectives, consisting of judgmental analysis of the TLU and LEI task characteristics, 
learner perception of the correspondence between LEI and TLU tasks, learner 
involvement in each LEI task, and learner response in each LEI task. It was found that 
the role-play task is the most authentic task among the others in all the aspects, followed 
by the drag-and-drop task and MC taskl; MC task 3 is found to be the least authentic 
among all the tasks. However, the overall correspondence between the four LEI tasks 
and the TLU tasks is still restricted; improvement on task design is needed. 
Summary of answers to research questions 
The first question investigated the target language use situation of the four LEI tasks. 
Based on the analysis of the task content, the TLU situation was narrowed down to 
following and giving instructions in the workplace. It was found in the literature that 
people in the workplace aim to get things done through talking with one another. Such 
conversation, which usually cannot be planned, has a specific structure, and tasks are 
inter-related, not distinct, and very fast. People talk based on their understanding of 
each other, their power relationships, and business norms. Tasks are often topic-oriented, 
informal, and direct. Since such conversation requires the coordinated effort of both 
interlocutors, participants are required to respond in the same language, format, and 
content. Such conversation is highly reciprocal, involving both types of scope and 
directness. In order to perform such an act, language users are required not only to 
understand but to be able to manipulate several kinds of knowledge quickly. People in 
the workplace judge each other beyond language ability (listening and speaking); they 
also look at communication skills, attitude, and professional effort. 
The second question examined the correspondence between the characteristics of 
each LEI task and the features of the TLU situation. It was found that multiple-choice 
questions (tasks 1 and 3) correspond poorly to the TLU situation; only 20% of the 
features match with the TLU situation. · The role-play task (task 2) captures many 
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characteristics in aspects of input, expected response, and interaction; yet its 
non-reciprocal nature fails to represent the dynamic interaction of the TLU situation. 
About 50% of the features of the role-play task match the TLU situation. The drag and 
drop task (task 4) falls between role-play and MC questions. The task structure is like a 
role-play, yet the response format and content is similar to the MC task; 40% of the 
features match with the TLU situation. 
The third question explored learner perceptions (internal interpretation of context) of 
each LEI task in relation to the TLU situation. It was found that task 1 does not 
correspond well to the TLU situation because learners tended to perceive the 
correspondence differently; three learners viewed it as corresponding to the TLU situation, 
whereas two others viewed it as having quite limited correspondence to the TLU situation. 
The role-play task was found to have the better correspondence with the TLU situation 
than the others, for it was perceived by most participants as corresponding to the TLU 
situation and had the largest share of the task characteristics rated above 5. The 
characteristics of the language and construct definition received the highest rating (mean 
rating of 6 out of 7); all participants agreed that the language ability required for 
answering this task was quite similar to that required in the TLU situation. Task 3 was 
perceived by most participants (except Hsin) as having the least correspondence to the 
TLU situation; this task had the lowest portion of the features rated above 5. Task 4 was 
found to correspond to a certain extent to the TLU situation, for it was perceived by two 
participants as corresponding highly and two others as somewhat corresponding to the 
TLU situation. 
The fourth question investigated the involvement of the learners' individual 
characteristics in each LEI task and its correspondence to learners' intended involvement 
in the TLU domain. It was found that most participants' individual characteristics were 
not appropriately involved in the task MC 1. The variances of participants' involvement 
and the low means of their ratings suggest limited involvement of their metacognitive 
strategies, language, topical, and functional knowledge. Affective schemata and 
personal characteristics were rated highly mainly because the learners found the task easy, 
which differed from the TLU situation. As for the role-play task, it was found that most 
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participants' individual characteristics were to a certain extent engaged, and the 
engagement was to a certain extent similar to TLU involvement. The variation between 
participants was not as great in this task as in the other tasks, and the intra-learner 
agreement was better; fewer learners felt that while some characteristics were engaged, 
some were not. The means of their ratings support that their metacognitive strategies 
were especially engaged and topical knowledge was required to accomplish the task. 
Leamer involvement in MC task 3 is overall quite limited and very different from the 
intended TLU involvement. The engagement of metacognitive strategies, topical 
knowledge, and functional knowledge was mostly limited, and the involvement of 
language knowledge was especially low. Most of the participants reported that they 
were poorly engaged, and the means of the ratings in MC task 3 were the lowest among 
all the tasks. As for the drag and drop task, the involvement of most participants' 
individual characteristics was mostly limited except for affective schemata and personal 
characteristics. Most of the participants reported that they liked the task because it is fun; 
Chen, however, thought it was repetitive and just like traditional testing. The variation 
between learner ratings is great; Wen reported that he was overall engaged, Ling and Hsin 
reported that they were somewhat engaged, and Chen and Tsui reported that they were not 
engaged. 
The fifth question concerns learners' actual responses to each LEI task and their 
correspondence to the TLU situation. In terms of outcome, Task 1 shows very limited 
correspondence to the TLU situation. Such limited correspondence results primarily 
because this task requires no actual language production. Learner ratings also support 
that the features of their responses do not reflect well the features of their usual responses 
in the TLU situation. The outcome of task 2, on the other hand, to a certain extent 
corresponds to the intended TLU situation. The language produced in task 2 shares 
three discourse qualities like that in the TLU situation: tum taking, adjacency pair, and 
self-repair. Leamer ratings also support that most of the features of their responses 
reflect the features of their usual responses in the TLU situation. However, learners 
were not given a chance to initiate or change a topic, maintain the floor, change the 
tumtaking structure, or negotiate with the simulated character, and the format of the task 
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is far from similar to a normal TLU response format. For task 3, the correspondence to 
the TLU situation in terms of outcome is very limited. Learner ratings and the lack of 
language production support the interpretation. The outcome of task 4 generally does 
not correspond well to the TLU outcome, for the task does not require actual language 
production. Learner ratings also support this interpretation, except for the content of the 
response. All of the learners rated the characteristics of content of their responses fairly 
high; they all agreed that the content of their response was what they would be likely to 
say in the TLU. 
Recommendations for the future revision of LEI speaking tasks 
Table 5.1 outlines the problems identified in the findings about the authenticity of 
each LEI task and offers some possible solutions to improve task authenticity. There are 
generally two major problems regarding the authenticity of the LEI speaking tasks: the 
lack of language production and proper assessment. Requiring students to produce 
actual language and providing them with feedback on their language use are central to 
teaching and assessing speaking; however, these become problematic for LEI tasks 
because of practicality concerns and technology restrictions. Although the 
drag-and-drop design is interactive in the sense that it engages some use of functional 
knowledge, and problem identification in this task is to a certain extent like that in the 
TLU, it still restricts users to selected responses. The solutions listed in the table mainly 
consist of changing the selected response to open-ended response; however, how to grade 
or measure the discourses and provide feedback becomes another issue. 
Table 5.1: Problems of the LEI tasks and some possible solutions 
Task 1 
and 3 
MC 
questions 
Problems 
Input: independent and short 
(meta not engaged) 
Response: selected (construct 
differs, language knowledge, 
functional, topical not engaged) 
Interaction: non-reactivity, direct 
only 
Assessment: no criteria for 
correctness 
Solutions 
1. Each question needs to be interdependent 
2. Change the written dialogue to listening and 
change the selected response to open-ended 
recording button 
3. Provide model for task 1, may show up after 
clicking 'check answers' (self-assessment); task 3 
is quiz, model is unnecessary. 
4. Teacher ratings and feedback are necessary, or 
peer assessment in a group discussion lead by a 
Task 2 Input: contextual information not 
Role-play clear and help function is 
task embedded in the dialogue 
Response: non speeded 
Interaction: not TLU reactivity 
Assessment: no rating and 
feedback on language produced 
Task 4 Input: short 
Drag-and- Response: selected (construct 
drop task differs, topical not engaged) 
Interaction: non-reactivity, direct 
only 
Assessment: no criteria for 
correctness 
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teacher, or any higher technology that can 
recognize speech. (may not be practical) 
1. Add the aim of the job to be completed, 
relationship with the character, or the information 
of the character that learners need to play. 
2. Direction for learners may be introduced in the 
prompt, rather than given prior to each response. 
2. Move model and help function to another place 
on the webpage: they are not part of the dialogue. 
3. Time constraint may be added. 
4. Teacher ratings and feedback are necessary, or 
peer assessment in a group discussion lead by a 
teacher, or any higher technology that can 
recognize speech. (may not be practical) 
1. Change the selected response to open-ended 
recording button (may leave the items listed, and 
just change the response format) 
2. Teacher ratings and feedback are necessary, or 
peer assessment in a group discussion lead by a 
teacher, or any higher technology that can 
recognize speech. (may not be practical) 
If the mismatches of these speaking tasks cannot be improved, students could fail to 
cope with real life challenges based on what they have learned and been tested on in the 
speaking section of the LEI program because their use of language required in this section 
does not adequately reflect what is normally required in the TLU situation. The 
interpretation of learner achievement in the speaking section of this program therefore 
may not reflect what learners can actually achieve in the real world. Accordingly, it is 
important for teachers to understand these disadvantages and the necessity of 
incorporating additional teaching methods to accompany this program so to minimize the 
unsolved problems of these tasks. 
Overall, authenticity is just one of the characteristics of good learning/assessment 
tasks. There are many other factors that task/test developers need to be conscious of 
when designing tasks/tests, such as the level of language, difficulty of the tasks, etc. For 
assessing the overall usefulness of learning/assessment tasks, task/test developers also 
need to take other characteristics, such as validity, reliability, practicality, and impact, into 
consideration. 
111 
Limitations of the study 
The methods for assessing authenticity of the LEI speaking tasks are limited in 
several ways. For defining the TLU situation, not all the critical features in the 
framework could be found in the literature; some are the researcher's own judgment. 
Specifying the TLU situation was problematic; although the task characteristics 
framework provides a guideline, it is difficult to identify all the features listed based on 
previous studies. With regard to analysis of the LEI tasks, although percentages of 
matches and mismatches can be calculated, it is not clear if each characteristic should be 
weighted the same because sometimes some features can be more critical than some 
others in TLU situations. But in this section each characteristic was perceived as 
equally important. 
As for learner interpretation, the data may not be thoroughly analyzed because only 
the means of the ratings and the distributions of the ratings are considered. Thus, the 
findings may be restricted in some ways. If more advanced statistical approaches could 
be applied to analyze the ratings, it would prove easier for the researcher to see the 
tendency. In addition, the results would be more reliable. Regarding interactiveness, 
how to define most effectively the interactiveness of a given task remains unclear because 
a great deal of variation exists between and within each participant. How to analyze 
these variations in a reliable manner is also not clear to the researcher. In addition, 
although this is a qualitative study, rating scales are included as part of the questionnaire 
in order to investigate 'the extent' of authenticity; however, the small number of 
participants limits the ability to see a clear tendency. 
These limitations also raise some other issues: one is that although the relative 
authenticity among tasks can be identified, the present methods do not provide a means of 
quantifying the authenticity of a task's relationship to the TLU situation: determining 
whether it is necessary or meaningful to quantify such a quality poses another problem. 
Finally, the extent to which a task can be described as authentic is still not clearly defined 
or understood. 
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Implications for future research 
The notion of authenticity has developed and changed over recent years. The 
traditional sense of perceiving authenticity as associated with face validity, a simple 
assumption about task qualities based on no theory and evidence, is not adequate or 
sufficient anymore, because such concept cannot lead to establishing a solid relationship 
between a test/task and its intended TLU situation. lri order to truly solve the problem 
of mismatch and assist the validation of score interpretation, the notion of authenticity 
must extend beyond that simple assumption and be converted into this 
multi-componential theory-based concept that always requires the support of both 
judgmental and empirical evidence. Methods based on theories and frameworks are 
available~ the degrees of correspondence may not yet reach a point that can be statistically 
measured, yet the correspondence can be understood because matches and mismatches 
between two tasks across domains can be accurately identified based on the analyses from 
multiple perspectives. Therefore, to claim the authenticity of any given task, or to claim 
the extent to which a task corresponds to another task in a different domain, one has to 
prove it by demonstrating the matches and mismatches between two tasks based on 
evidence. One way to do that is the methodology suggested in this study. 
Although the variation existing between and within learners made it difficult to 
determine the degree of authenticity, the more authentic task tends to have less variation 
and more centralized distributions of the mean ratings, whereas the less authentic task 
tends to have more variation and more scattered distribution. In this study, for example, 
the role-play task was found to have better inter- and intra-learner agreement. Also, 
there is no conflict between the findings of each aspect: the results of learner perceptions 
support the analysis of the researcher, the authenticity of learner involvement generally 
corresponds to learner perception, and outcome authenticity reflects the findings of all the 
other aspects. However, this may not always be the case in less authentic tasks. For 
example, Chen was found to be poorly engaged in MC task 1, yet he rated this task as 
quite corresponding to the TLU situation. Hsin was found to be poorly engaged in the 
MC task 3, yet she viewed this task as corresponding quite well to the TLU domain. 
Therefore, it is possible for a learner to perceive a task as authentic but not involved. 
------~-·------
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This seeming mismatch may arise from both personal factors and language ability. 
The variation may also suggest that each participant may have different a concept of 
his or her TLU situation. As for learner perception of Task 1, for instance, Wen thought 
that the characters in this MC task were not like people he might encounter in real life (1 
out of 7); however, Ling and Chen said that the characters were exactly like the ones they 
might encounter in real life (both rated 7 out of 7). Although most participants did not 
think that there could be a purpose for answering MC questions in real life, Chen and 
Hsin thought there could be some possibilities like this in real life (6 and 7 out of 7). 
For the characteristics of construct definition, Tsui thought that the language ability 
required for answering task 1 was very different from that required in TLU conversation 
(rated 1 out of 7), whereas Ling thought that they were very similar (7 out of 7). Such 
variation reveals another type of mismatch: learners' misunderstanding of the TLU 
situation, which can be a major issue of any investigation of authenticity. Control and 
experience with the TLU situation are crucial for learners to make judgments regarding 
their own language learning; however, learners may lack the ability to make effective 
decisions. Yet even though learner interpretations may be problematic due to the 
restriction of their knowledge and experience with the TLU situation, learners making 
sense of the testing or learning situation is always part of how authenticity is defined. 
Therefore, a function of investigating learner perceptions can be to reveal the mismatch 
between different groups of stakeholders, and then it becomes teachers' and test 
developers' responsibility to remedy such a mismatch and find a balance between the 
groups. 
Although the methods are problematic in some ways, they do reveal the matches and 
mismatches between LEI tasks and the TLU task in multiple perspectives; each 
perspective is important because each one looks at this correspondence from a different 
angle based on different kinds of evidence. Each aspect of authenticity can also be 
investigated separately because each one is based on a different theoretical perspective 
and evidence; however, the overall authenticity of a task has to take all the five aspects 
into consideration. Although how to quantify and determine the overall authenticity of a 
given task remains unclear, the methods proposed in this study are proven useful for 
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assessing the authenticity of a given task. Authenticity therefore proves to be a valuable 
and important concept for considering the quality of testing and learning tasks because it 
helps to locate the matches and mismatches between two tasks across domains and 
provides a way to improve task design for both language testing and language learning. 
It is in this way that the inference of learner achievement can adequately match learners' 
ability to use language in real life. 
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APPENDIX A. LONGMAN ENGLISH INTERACTIVE 3: COURSE OUTLINE, 
LEARNING CONTENT AND TASK SAMPLES 
Course Overvie\v LEVEL 3 
MODULE C) MODULE (!) MODULE CJ 
A .1 Another Bysy Day B .1 Njck's Explanatigo C .1 No Help for Njck 
A .2 Breakjnq News B.2 Bad News C.2 In the News 
A.3 A Job for TQ!i§ B .3 An Endorsement De§! C.3 The Tryth Beye-:>led 
A .4 A Mg,tter of Trust e .4 No One by That Name C ,4 Dean's Challenge 
Modyle A Test fvlodu!e B Te-st Mody!e: c Test 
Level 3 Test 
Copyright ((:) 2003, Pearson Education, Inc. g 
Nick's Explanation 
Unit Home 
Copyright Itt 2003, Pearson Education, Inc. 
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Speaking 
Language Functions: Ghrlng Orders and Making Requee1e 
• When we give orders, we tell people to do things for us. When we make 
requests, we ask people to do things for us. Click on 0 for more 
Information on using these e1eprass1ons. 
Look at the chart. Click on -to hear the sentences. 
Could you call Tony today? 
would you mind buying me a cup of coffee at the deli? 
can I ask you to come to my office? 
When you aet a chance, could you make some copies for me? 
NOTE: For more information on could, would, and other verbs you can use 
to make requests, look ahead to Grammar Presentation 2: Medals of Request. 
Speaking 
Language Functions: Giving Orders and Making Requee1e 
There are different ways to agree when you respond to orders or 
requests. 
Look at the chart. Click on • to hear the sentences. 
Please call Tony today. 
Would you mind calling Tony today? 
Sure. 
OK, no problem. 
Of course. 
I'd be glad to. 
No, not at all. 
No, of course not. 
NOTE: For more information on words you can use to agree to requests, look 
ahead to Grammar Presentation 2: Medals of Request. 
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?peaking 
language Functions: Giving Orders and Making Requesls 
There are different wars to refuse or delay when you respond to orders 
or requests. Often, people apoloQize or hesitate before ther refuse or 
delar. 
Look at the chart. Click on • to hear the sentences. 
Find out if the tape is 
authentic. 
Could you get Sandy's 
phone number for me? 
Sorry, but 
Oh .. , 
Well, actually, 
I'd like to, but 
Sorry, but 
Oh ... 
Well, actually, 
I'd like to, but 
Copyright© 2003, Pearson Education, Inc. 
I have to take care of this first. 
Then I can do it. 
I can't right now, Can I put it off 
until later? 
I'm afraid I can't. 
I can't. I have to leave now. 
I'm really busy right now. 
I'm tied up at the moment. 
Speaking 
Role Play 1 
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0 You are oolng to request help from Amy. First listen to Amy. Then record your response, using thB model or your own words. 
Click on • to see a transcript and a chart of expressions you can use 
In your response. 
Click on 41!4 to listen to your conversation with Amy. 
click on G for more detailed instructions. 
Listen Directions Record/Play Model Help 
• Request something from Amy. 
• 
• TRANSCRIPT 
Make another request. 
• 
• TRANSCRIPT 
• 
Make one more request and thank 
• 
• TRANSCRIPT Amy. 
•• 
Listen 
• 
• 
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• 
Talta Is going to ask you for help. First listen to Talla. Then record your 
response, using the model or your own words. 
Click on • to tee a transcript and a chart of eKpreulons you can u1e 
In your response. 
Click on ¢£$ to listen to your conver111at1on !!lith Tolia. 
Click on G for more detailed Instructions. 
Directions 
Respond to Talia's request by 
delaying . 
Refuse Talia's request and explain 
why. 
Record/Play Model 
• 
Help 
<II TRANSCRIPT 
(li TRANSCRIPT 
• Thank Talia. 
• 
~ TRANSCRIPT 
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Review Quiz 
Speaking 1 
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Read each dialog. Then read each question and click on the answer. 
Amy: Call the bank and get Nick's account records, 
Sam: OK, no problem. 
1. What else could Sam say that would mean the same thing? 
r a. No, of course not. 
r b. Well, I'm a little busy now, 
r c. Of course. 
2. How can Amy change her order to a request? 
r a. Don't you have to call the bank now and get Nick's records? 
r b. Could you please call Nick's bank and get his records? 
r c. I need you to call Nick's bank and get his records. 
Talia: Would you mind calling Tony to tell him I'll be late for the meeting? 
Amy: I'm afraid I can't, I'm leaving for another meeting downtown. 
3. What is another way Amy can refuse Talia's request? 
r a. No, of course not. Don't you know I'm going downtown? 
r b. Sorry, but I also have a meeting now. 
r c. I'd be glad to. I'm also going to a meeting. 
Copyriqht © 2003, Pearson Education, Inc. 
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Chris and Amy are talking at work. 
Click on each • to listen. Drag and drop the most polite response 
Into the blank. 
·--
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APPENDIX B. INTERACTIVENESS QUESTIONNAIRE 
Direction: Please answer the questions as detailed as you can. Discuss your answer with the researcher. Then circle a number to indicate your opinion. 
1. Please describe what you were thinking while doing these questions. 
Specify if you have thought of the following while doing the questions Please explain 
(1) Set a goal of what to achieve Yes_ No_ (1) 
(2) Think of what information is needed to answer the questions and how (2) 
appropriate it is Yes_ No_ 
(3) Planning out how to respond to the questions Yes_ No 
-
(3) 
Did the questions provide you sufficient information and time to do the 
above thinking and planning? Yes No Please explain 
How much did you think of the following while doing the questions? A lot Not at all 
1) your goal 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
2) what information is needed and how appropriate it is 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
3) planning out how to respond to the questions 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
There are several question items. Could you answer each question item Please check one 
separately without considering other question items, or did the answer to I can answer each question item separately __ 
one question depend on the answer to previous ones? My answer to the question depends on the previous answer 
2. Did these questions make you use lots of different types of English 
knowledge (including vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation/spelling, A lot Very little 
cohesion, and text org_anization) or very_ little of your English knowledge? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Please check the knowledge you have used, if any: Vocabulary Cohesion Pronunciation Grammar Text organization Spelling 
3. a. Did you use other types of knowledge or your personal experience in Please explain. 
addition to your English knowledge to respond to these questions? 
b. If yes, did it help you respond these questions? Yes 
--
No 
--
c. Were there any questions you could not answer because of lacking other If yes, at what point of the task and in what way? 
kinds of knowledge or personal experience? Yes No 
How much did you use other kinds of knowledge or personal experience in A lot Not at all 
addition to your English knowledge to respond to these questions? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
4. While you were doing these questions, did you feel that you were really A lot Not at all 
taking part in the conversation? Could you explain? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
5. How much did you like these questions? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
How did you feel while you were doing these questions? (such as nervous, happy, or. .. ) Why? Did the feeling help you perform better or worse? Why? 
: 
6. How suitable were these questions for you? (for you means for your age, A lot Not at all I 
gender, nationality, personality, level & type of general education, prior 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
experience with these tyg_es of tasks, etc.) Please explain. I 
APPENDIX B (CONTINUE): INTERACTIVENESS QUESTIONNAIRE (CHINESE VERSION) 
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APPENDIX B (CONTINUE): INTERACTIVENESS TABLE 
Features of interactiveness Logical evaluation questions for interactiveness Questions for learners (Questionnaire A) 
(Bachman & Palmer 1996) 
1. Involvement of the test To what extent does the task presuppose the Did you use other types of knowledge or your personal experience in 
takers' topical knowledge appropriate area or level of topical knowledge, and addition to your English knowledge to respond to the task? Did it help 
to what extent can we expect the test takers to have you respond the task? Were there any questions you could not answer 
this area or level of topical knowledge? because of lacking other kinds of knowledge or personal experience? 
2. Suitability of test tasks to To what extent are the personal characteristics of How suitable were these questions for you? (for you means for your 
the personal characteristics the test takers include in the design statement? age, gender, nationality, personality, level & type of general 
of the test takers To what extent are the characteristics of the test education, prior experience with these types of tasks, etc.) 
tasks suitable for test takers with the specified 
personal characteristics? 
3. Involvement of the test Does the processing required in the test task Did the task make you use lots of different types of English 
takers' language knowledge involve a very narrow range or a wide range of knowledge (including vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation/spelling, 
areas of language knowledge? cohesion, and text organization) or very little of your English 
knowledge? 
4. Involvement of language What language functions, other than the simple While you were doing these questions, did you feel that you were 
functions in the test tasks demonstration of language ability, are involved in really taking part in the conversation? 
processing the input and formulating a response? 
5. Involvement of the test To what extent are the test tasks interdependent? In the task, there are several question items. Could you answer each 
takers' metacognitive question item separately without considering other question items, or 
strategies did the answer to one question depend on the answer to previous 
ones? 
How much opportunity for strategy involvement is Did you (1) set a goal of what to achieve, (2) think of what 
provided? information is needed to do the task and how appropriate it is, and (3) 
plan out how to respond the task? 
6. Involvement of test takers' Is this test task likely to evoke an affective How much did you like these questions? How did you feel while you 
affective schemata in response that would make it relatively easy or were doing the task? Did the feeling help you perform better or 
responding to the test tasks difficult for test takers to perform at their best? worse? 
Describe. 
APPENDIX C: INTERPRETATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
Direction: Compare the questions you did with a real life conversation. Please circle a number to Very close to real Very different from 
indicate your opinion and explain your answer. life conversation real life conversation 
1. Do you understand the purpose and procedures of doing the task based on the info given? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
2. As you were answering these questions, was there enough information about the location and 
how it looked to picture yourself in the conversation there in real life? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
3. Do the people speaking in these questions seem like people you might encounter in real life? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
4. Do you think there could be a purpose for answering these questions in real life, apart from 
learning English or testing your English ability? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
_j 
5. Is the topic of the questions one you would be likely to encounter in real life conversation? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
I 
6. Would you encounter this type of task format in real life conversation? I 
Task 1- Multiple-choice questions about a short dialog in English. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Task 2- Role-play with a character, follow the direction, and record your response 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Task 3- Drag-and-drop items to respond the listening prompt 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 ! 
7. Do you think the speaker gave any information about how he/she felt about the topic in the way 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
he/she talked about it? 
8. Do you hear the pronunciation, vocabulary, & grammar like that in the questions in real life? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Would you use English like that in these questions in real life conversation? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Do the questions require you to use other kinds of knowledge in addition to your English 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
knowledge to respond to it? 
9. In real life, people talk to different people in different ways depending on their social relationship 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
(for example, student-teacher, boss-employee, etc). In responding to these questions, how 
important was social relationship to the way you responded? 
10. Does this type of conversation complete and realistic? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
11. Is the problem you had to solve in answering these questions one that you might have to solve in 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
real life? 
12. Do you think the language ability required for answering these questions is similar to language 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
ability required for participating in a conversation of a similar situation in real life? 
Is the way your English is being evaluated in these questions similar to how people might judge 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
you in real life situations? 
··-
APPENDIX C (CONTINUE): INTERPRETATION QUESTIONNAIRE (CHINESE VERSION) 
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APPENDIX C (CONTINUE): INTERPRETATION TABLE 
Features of Definition (Douglas 2000) Interpretation Questionnaire 
context 
1. Test rubrics Do you understand the purpose and procedures of doing the task based on the information given? 
2. Setting As you were doing these questions, was there enough information about the location and how it looked 
to picture yourself in the conversation there in real life? 
3. Participants Do the people speaking in these questions seem like people you might encounter in real life? 
4. Purpose Do you think there could be a purpose for answering these questions in real life, apart from learning 
English or testing your English ability? 
5. Content topic Is the topic of the questions one you would be likely to encounter in real life conversation? 
6. Format Channel, form, language, Would you encounter this type of task format in real life conversation? 
length, type, speed, vehicle Task 1- Multiple-choice questions about a short dialog in English. 
Task 2- Role-play with a character, follow the direction, and record your response 
Task 3- Drag-and-drop items to respond the listening prompt 
7. Tone Do you think the speaker gave any information about how he/she felt about the topic in the way he/she 
talked about it? 
8. Language Organizational characteristics Do you hear the pronunciation, vocabulary, &grammar like that in the questions in real life? 
(Bachman& Functional characteristics Similar to purpose 
Palmer 1996) Sociolinguistic characteristics Would you use English like that in these questions in real life conversation? 
Topical characteristics Do the questions require you to use other kinds of knowledge in addition to your English knowledge to 
respond to it? 
9. Norms of In real life, people talk to different people in different ways depending on their social relationship (for 
interaction example, student-teacher, boss-employee, etc). In responding to these questions, how important was 
social relationship to the way you responded? 
10. Genre Does this type of conversation complete and realistic? 
11. Problem Is the problem you had to solve in answering these questions one that you might have to solve in real 
identification life? 
12. Assessment Construct definition Do you think the language ability required for answering these questions is similar to language ability 
required for participating in a conversation of a similar situation in real life? 
Criteria for correctness and Is the way your English being evaluated in these questions similar to how people might judge you in 
rating procedures real life situations? 
---
APPENDIX D. TASK CHARACTERISTIC FRAMEWORK 
Characteristics of the test rubrics 
Instructions 
Specification of purpose 
Specification of procedures and tasks 
Structure of the communicative event 
Number of parts/tasks 
Salience of parts/tasks 
Sequence of parts/tasks 
Relative importance of parts/tasks 
Number of tasks/items per part 
Time allotment 
Scoring method 
Criteria for correctness 
Procedures for scoring the response 
Explicitness of criteria and procedures 
Characteristics of the input 
Prompt 
Features of the context 
Setting 
Participants 
Purpose 
Content 
Format (channel, form, language, length, type, speed, vehicle) 
Tone 
Language (language characteristics: grammatical, textual, functional, sociolinguistic; topical 
characteristics) 
Norms of interaction 
Genre 
Problem to be addressed 
Characteristics of the expected response 
Format (channel, form, language, length, type, speed, vehicle) 
Response content 
Nature of language (language characteristics, tone) 
Background knowledge (topical characteristics, content) 
Characteristics of the interaction between input and response 
Reactivity 
Scope 
Directness 
Characteristics of assessment 
Construct definition 
Criteria for correctness 
Rating procedures 
APPENDIX E: OUTCOME QUESTIONNAIRE 
Direction: Compare the questions you did with a real life situation. Please circle a number to Very close to real Very different from 
indicate your opinion. life conversation real life conversation 
1. Does your language ability demonstrated in these questions reflect your language ability in a 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
similar situation in real life? 
2. Is the content of your response what you would be likely to say in real life? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
; 
3. Do you think you gave any information about how you felt about the topic in the way you 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
responded to it? 
4. The way you responded to the questions is: 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Task 1- use mouse to choose a correct answer 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Task 2- use mouse to click on buttons to record your oral responses 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Task 3- choose a correct answer and drag and drop to the blanks 
Would you communicate in this way in real life conversation? I 
5. Does the score reflect your ability to use English in that situation in real life? 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
I 
---- ---- -
OUTCOME QUESTIONNAIRE (CHINESE VERSION) 
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APPENDIX E (CONTINUE): OUTCOME TABLE 
Characteristics of the Definition Questionnaire B- continue 
expected response 
1. Language characteristics Does your language ability demonstrated in these questions reflect your language ability in a similar situation 
in real life? 
2. Topical characteristics Is the content of your response what you would be likely to say in real life? 
3. Tone Do you think you gave any information about how you felt about the topic in the way you responded to it? 
4. Format The way you responded to the questions is: 
Task 1- use mouse to choose a correct answer 
Task 2- use mouse to click on buttons to record your oral responses 
I Task 3- choose a correct answer and drag and drop to the blanks Would you communicate in this way in real life conversation? i 
5. Assessment Does the score reflect your ability to use English in that situation in real life? 
I L__ 
---- ---- ---- ---- --- ---- --
APPENDIX F. TASK CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TLU SITUATION 
Characteristics 
Rubric 
Specification of Objective 
Procedures for responding 
Structure 
Number of tasks 
Relative importance 
Task distinction 
Time allotment 
Evaluation 
Criteria for correctness 
Rating procedures 
Characteristics of Input 
Prompt 
Features of the context 
Setting 
Participants 
Purpose 
Form/content 
Tone 
Language 
Grammatical: 
Textual 
Functional 
Sociolinguistic 
Topical: 
Genre 
Problem to be addressed 
TLU situation 
To get things done through talk 
number and order of speakers vary freely; turn size varies, turns are 
not allocated in advance but also vary, content cannot be planned 
A negotiation event is constructed through negotiating relationship in a 
sequential cycle consisting of initiation, development, and ending 
Variable 
Variable 
Explicitly tied with the preceding spoken or written text and/or 
anticipate the subsequent one 
turn transition is frequent, quick, automatic, and intense; there seldom 
is any time to do outlining, planning or drafting 
implicit 
implicit 
Varied; can be anytime during the day and at any place 
Varied by previously shared knowledge/experience, and power 
relationship: staff with similar status, lesser status, and supervisors; 
from the same company department, personnel, in other department 
and/or in other company; or client, customer, and so on. 
Varied, mostly through talk to establish mutual beneficial 
understanding 
verbal conversation (face-to-face or telephone) /topic-oriented 
informal in nature yet more censured, direct, and serious 
standard US English; mostly near everyday spoken language, some 
references of office/business, culture, institute, relationship, how to 
address each other depends on institutional norm 
medium range of general and office/business vocabulary, medium 
range of organized syntax structures and pronunciation, intonation 
cohesive adjacency pair following organized tumtaking structure 
ideational (exchange information of what to do), manipulative (get 
people to do things, set rules of how to do, and establish, maintain, 
change interpersonal relationship), heuristic (problem-solving) 
Dialect/variety: standard and local. Register: formal and informal. 
naturalness: natural. Institutional reference: a few 
business project, profession information, office operation, company 
structure, power relationship, institutional culture and norms, shared 
experience 
varied; boss/employee, colleagues, higher status/lower status, 
worker/customer, inter/intra company, conversation structure based 
on business/institutional relationship power structure 
Initiation-adjacency pairs (request-response) -(development/ 
expansion) -ending 
conversation 
to understand job contents through conversation 
Format 
Channel both oral and visual, or oral (face-to-face or on telephone) 
Form 
Language 
Length 
Type 
speededness 
vehicle 
verbal and non-verbal language 
Englishtrarget 
variable; short or extended 
limited or extended production (not selected) 
fast 
live 
Response characteristics 
Response format 
Channel 
Form 
Language 
Length 
~ 
speededness 
vehicle 
Response content 
same as input 
same as input 
same as input 
same as input 
same as input 
same as input 
same as input 
Nature of Language 
Grammatical: 
same as input 
same as input 
same as input 
same as input 
Textual 
Functional 
Sociolinguistic 
Topical: 
same as input 
same as input 
Interaction between input and response 
Reactivity highly reciprocal: adaptation on both sides as necessary for mutual 
Scope 
Directness 
Assessment 
Construct definition 
Criteria for correctness 
comprehension 
varied; narrow and/or broad 
depend upon input and background knowledge 
Workplace oral communicative language ability on following/giving 
instructions requires language knowledge (general and office/business 
vocabulary; medium range of organized syntax structure, e.g. directives, 
imperatives, Wh-questions, and so on; pronunciation, intonation, stress), 
textual knowledge (cohesion and organization, e.g. cohesive adjacency pair, 
proper turn taking, process/problem solving structure),functional 
knowledge (ideational, e.g. exchange information of what to do; 
manipulative, e.g. get people to do things, set rules of how to do, and 
establish, maintain, change interpersonal relationship; heuristic, e.g. 
problem-solving), sociolinguistic knowledge (appropriate use of dialect, 
register, expression, addressing, and institutional reference), strategic 
competence (goal setting, e.g. to understand job assignment, may question; 
assessment, e.g. thinking and evaluating job task and capability/time to do it, 
may question, negotiate, account, clarify, or suggest; planning, e.g. plan how 
to do the job, may discuss or question) and topical knowledge (profession 
knowledge, nature/purpose of business operation, company structure, power 
structure/relationship, institutional culture and norms). 
indigenous criteria: employers/colleagues are concerned with 
listening (comprehension of verbal instruction), speaking 
(articulation, pronunciation, appropriate language use, response, 
understand interaction norm, voice quality, body language, facial 
Rating procedures 
expression, tone), communication skills (ability to negotiate, express 
ideas orally, remedy misunderstanding), personal management 
(appearance, attitude, sense of responsibility, self-esteem, motivation, 
adaptability, critical thinking), interpersonal skills (cooperation skill 
and politeness, e.g. hedge, face, time of a tum, level of detail for 
discussion, selection of topic), profession (ability to carry out and 
accomplish the job task, professional knowledge, knowledge of 
business operation) and effort (Carnevale et al, 1991; Vetrano et al, 
1995; Tacey, 1975) 
implicit: involves feedback provided from the interlocutor, employees 
may be assessed informally by supervisor starting from the first 
moment of the presence till the job done 
(*ongoing, sequential task- and event -oriented rather than language function or item- oriented) 
APPENDIX G: TASK CHARACTERISTICS OF EACH LEI TASK 
Characteristics of Longman Speaking Task 1 and 3: Multiple-choice questions 
Characteristics TLU situation 
Rubric 
Specification of Objective 
Procedures for responding 
Structure 
Number of tasks 
Relative importance of tasks 
Distinction between tasks 
Time allotment 
Evaluation 
Criteria for correctness 
Rating procedures 
Input 
Prompt 
Features of the context 
Setting 
Participants 
Purpose 
Form and content 
Tone 
Language 
Grammatical 
Textual 
Functional 
Sociolinguistic 
Topical 
Norms of interaction 
Genre 
Problem to be addressed 
Input data 
Task 1: To practice what has been taught (how to give order, make 
request, and respond to orders/requests) 
Task 3: to measure the achievement 
Read the dialog. Then read the question and click on the answer. 
not specified (four multiple-choice questions) 
not specified (equally important) 
not specified (distinct: each question is not related) 
no constrain 
not specified (choose the most correct answer) 
not specified until the end of practice 
actual setting: at computer lab or at home, input setting: not clearly 
specified 
actual participants: the researcher; input participants: some 
characters are from the contextualized course video and some are 
new 
answer questions about requests 
written dialog (on computer screen) about decontextualized 
orders/requests at workplace 
direct, censured, and serious, consider politeness 
narrow range of general and office material vocabulary, narrow 
range of organized syntax structures (directives, imperatives, and 
Wh- questions) and no pronunciation 
cohesive adjacency pair (request~short response) with one 
tum taking 
mostly manipulative (e.g. get people to do things), one item includes 
ideational (exchange information) and heuristic (problem-solving) 
Standard English, relatively formal, no cultural reference, some 
office setting references 
none 
relationship not specified 
instructional practice: multiple-choice question 
how to change order to request, alternative ways to express 
agreement to requests, how to respond to a request by 
considering the subsequent response 
Format 
Channel 
Form 
Language 
visual 
language 
Englishffarget 
Length 
Type 
Speededness 
Vehicle 
short: a short dialog (two sentences) for each question item 
item: multiple-choice questions 
unspeeded 
computer screen 
Response characteristics 
Response format 
Channel 
Form 
Language 
Length 
Type 
speededness 
vehicle 
visual 
non-language/physical click 
N/A 
N/A 
selected 
unspeeded 
computer mouse and screen 
Response content 
Nature of Language 
Grammatical 
Textual 
Functional 
Sociolinguistic 
Topical 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
Interaction between input and response 
Reactivity non reciprocal 
Scope narrow 
Directness direct 
Assessment 
Construct definition 
Criteria for correctness 
Rating procedures 
To know 1) how to change order to request, 2) alternative ways to 
express agreement to requests, and 3) how to postpone a request by 
considering the subsequent response requires language knowledge 
(small range of general and office vocabulary; small range of 
organized syntax structure, e.g. declarative, Wh-questions, and 
imperative; no pronunciation and intonation included), textual 
knowledge (cohesion and organization, e.g. cohesive adjacency pair), 
functional knowledge (manipulative, e.g. get people to do things; 
heuristic, e.g. problem- solving) and sociolinguistic (appropriate use 
of expression) 
machine scored: either right or wrong 
click button "check answers" then answers are machine 
automatically checked and results are displayed right next to the 
selected answers 
Characteristics of Longman Speaking Task 2: Role-play 
Characteristics TLU situation 
Rubric 
Specification of Objective Role-play with simulated characters to complete conversations, so to 
provide learners opportunity to practice using requests by actually 
producing it 
Procedures for responding First listen to the character, then record response, using the model or 
your own words. 
Structure 
Number of tasks 
Relative importance of tasks 
Distinction between tasks 
not specified (two role plays, each has three items) 
not specified 
not specified (two role-play tasks are distinct; items within each 
role-play are related) 
Time allotment 
Evaluation 
Criteria for correctness 
Rating procedures 
Input 
Prompt 
Features of the context 
Setting 
Participants 
Purpose 
Form/content 
Tone 
Language 
Grammatical: 
Textual 
Functional 
Sociolinguistic 
no constrain 
not specified 
not specified 
not specified 
Amy and Talia (characters from the course video) relationships with 
learners are not specified 
Role play 1) to request help from Amy and 2) respond to Talia's 
request for help (purpose of each communication is not specified) 
conversation format; requesting for help and refusing to help with a 
work project 
informal, conversational, direct 
small range of general and office/business vocabulary, small range of 
organized syntax structures, pronunciation and intonation 
cohesive adjacency pair embedded in an organized turntaking structure 
ideational (exchange information of what to do), manipulative (get people 
to do things and set rules of how to do), heuristic (problem-solving) 
Dialect/variety: standard. Register: informal. Naturalness: natural. 
Institutional reference: some 
Topical: Role play 1: not related; role play 2 refers to certain professional project 
Norms of interaction relationships not specified 
Listening to a prompt- read direction- record response- (check out 
model) -(check out transcript)- repeat the whole process for 
twice-then play the conversation 
Genre conversation/ role play with simulated characters 
Problem to be addressed 1) request something from the character and 2) respond to 
Input data 
Format 
Channel 
Form 
Language 
Length 
Type 
request by delaying, refuse request, provide account, and thank the 
interlocutor 
both aural and visual 
language and a picture of the character 
Englishffarget 
short (one short sentence in each item prompt) 
item 
speededness 
vehicle 
speeded but repeatable 
reproduced 
Response characteristics 
Response format 
Channel 
Form 
Language 
Length 
Type 
speededness 
vehicle 
Response content 
aural 
language 
same as input 
short 
limited or extended production response 
unspeeded 
live recording on computer screen 
Nature of Language 
Grammatical: 
same as input 
same as input 
same as input 
same as input 
same as input 
Textual 
Functional 
Sociolinguistic 
Topical: some personal or workplace experience/not restricted 
Interaction between input and response 
Reactivity non-reciprocal (how to respond is implicitly tied with the preceding spoken 
text and the subsequent one, but the form of subsequent items does not 
change according to learners' responses) 
narrow Scope 
Directness direct and indirect 
Assessment 
Construct definition 
Criteria for correctness 
Rating procedures 
Oral communicative ability 1) to request and 2) to respond to a request 
by delaying, refusing, and finally providing account requires language 
knowledge (general and office/business vocabulary; small range of 
organized syntax structure, e.g. directives and imperatives; 
pronunciation, intonation, stress), textual knowledge (cohesion and 
organization, e.g. cohesive adjacency pair, proper turn taking, 
process/problem solving structure),functional knowledge (ideational, 
e.g. exchange information of what to do; manipulative, e.g. get people 
to do things, set rules of how to do; heuristic, e.g. problem-solving), 
sociolinguistic knowledge (appropriate use of dialect, register, 
expression) 
not specified ( model is somehow the criteria) 
no assessment (not specified/ learners can self-evaluate their 
performance by comparing it with the model) 
Characteristics of Longman Speaking Task 4: Drag and Drop 
Characteristics TLU situation 
Rubric 
Specification of Objective 
Procedures for responding 
Not clearly specified (to measure the achievement) 
Click on each button to listen. Drag and drop the most polite 
response into the blank. 
Structure o 
Number of tasks 
Relative importance of tasks 
Distinction between tasks 
Not specified (three items) 
not specified 
implicitly related 
Time allotment 
Evaluation 
Not specified/no restrain 
Criteria for correctness 
Rating procedures 
the most polite response 
not specified 
Input 
Prompt 
Features of the context 
Setting 
Participants 
Purpose 
Form and content 
Tone 
Language 
Grammatical: 
Textual 
Functional 
Sociolinguistic 
Topical: 
at work (not clearly specified) 
Chris and Amy (characters from course video) 
to select the most polite response to complete the conversation between 
Chris and Amy 
conversation about getting some jobs done 
informal in nature yet more censured and direct 
standard US English; mostly near everyday spoken language, some 
reference about office/business 
Very limited range of general and office/business vocabulary, limited 
range of organized syntax structures, pronunciation and intonation 
cohesive adjacency pair in a tumtaking structure 
manipulative (get people to do things and set rules of how to do), 
heuristic (problem-solving) 
Dialect/variety: standard. Register: formal and informal. 
naturalness: natural. Institutional reference: some 
business project and information, office operation, company structure, 
power relationship 
Norms of interaction implicit; higher status/lower status 
Listen to the item - select one response- listen to next item - respond 
Genre conversation 
Problem to be addressed respond to requests so to complete a dialog 
Input data 
Format 
Channel 
Form 
Language 
Length 
Type 
speededness 
vehicle 
oral 
language 
Englishtrarget 
short (one sentence per item) 
item 
speeded yet repeatable 
reproduced 
Response characteristics 
Response format 
Channel 
Form 
visual 
non-language/physical drag and drop 
N/A Language 
Length 
Type 
speededness 
vehicle 
N/A 
selected 
unspeeded 
computer mouse and screen 
Response content 
Nature of Language 
Grammatical 
Textual 
Functional 
Sociolinguistic 
Topical 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
Interaction between input and response 
Reactivity non reciprocal 
Scope narrow 
Directness direct 
Assessment 
Construct definition 
Criteria for correctness 
Rating procedures 
To know how to respond to instructions requires language knowledge 
(very limited range of general and office vocabulary; limited range of 
organized syntax structure, e.g. directives; pronunciation, intonation, 
stress), textual knowledge (cohesion and organization, e.g. cohesive 
adjacency pair),Junctional knowledge (ideational, e.g. exchange 
information of what to do; manipulative, e.g. get people to do things, 
set rules of how to do; heuristic, e.g. problem-solving), sociolinguistic 
knowledge (appropriate use of register and expression) 
machine scored: either right or wrong 
click button "check answers" then answers are machine 
automatically checked and results are displayed right next to the 
selected answers 
APPENDIX H. RATINGS FOR METACOGNITIVE STRATEGIES 
Learner ratings for metacognitive engagement in task 1 
Metacogonitive strategies/ Participants Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean SD 
Goal setting 7 4 3 1 4 3.8 2.17 
Assessment 4 5 2 2 7 4 2.12 
Planning 4 5 4 1 7 4.2 2.17 
Mean 5 4.67 3 1.33 6 4 1.84 
Learner ratings for metacognitive engagement in task 2 
Metacogonitive strategies/ Participants Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean SD 
Goal setting 7 4 5 5 6 5.4 1.14 
Assessment 7 5 5 2 6 5 1.87 
Planning 7 5 5 5 6 5.6 0.89 
Mean 7 .4.67 5 4 6 5.33 1.18 
Learner ratings for metacognitive engagement in task 3 
Metacogonitive strategies/ Participants Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean SD 
Goal setting 3 4 3 1 2 2.6 1.14 
Assessment 4 5 4 1 3 3.4 1.52 
Planning 5 5 2 1 2 3 1.87 
Mean 4 4.67 3 1 2.33 3 1.43 
Learner ratings for metacognitive engagement in task 4 
Metacogonitive strategies/ Participants Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean SD 
Goal setting 5 4 3 1 1 2.8 1.79 
Assessment 4 6 2 2 3 3.4 1.67 
Planning 5 6 3 1 2 3.4 2.07 
Mean 4.67 5.33 2.67 1.33 2 3.2 1.73 
APPENDIX I. LEARNER ANSWERS TO THE INTERACTIVENESS QUESTIONNAIRE 
Task 1: Multiple-choice questions 
Features of interactiveness Questions for learners Learners' responses and verbal accounts to interactiveness questionnaire 
1. Involvement of the test takers' topical knowledge W: 1) Yes, I did and it helped me. "I would consider what would be t~e appropriate/reasonable 
1) Did you use other types of knowledge or your personal tone to interact in real conversation and this is helpful to answer the question." 2) No. he 
experience in addition to your English knowledge to was unable to score #3 because he failed to understand the question stem: "what is another 
respond to the task? Did it help you respond the task? 2) way for Amy to agree to the request" at grammar level not topical level) 
Were there any questions you could not answer because of R: 1) Yes, I did and it helped me. "I would think of the way Americans converse in daily life, 
lacking other kinds of knowledge or personal experience? or my own previous experience of appropriate interaction in social setting." 2) No. E 1) No. "Although I would consider appropriateness, I did not really think of my personal 
experience." 2) No. 
H 1) Yes, "I would think of personal common sense and habits." 2) No. 
T 1) No 2)No 
2. Suitability of test tasks to the personal characteristics of W: "Young people won't use such polite phrases." 
the test takers R "My English is not good, easier makes me feel relaxed" 
How suitable were these questions for you? (for you means E "suitable, can understand the conversation situation in daily life" 
for your age, gender, nationality, personality, level & type H "close to daily life" 
of general education, familiarity with task types, etc.) T "easy" 
3. Involvement of the test takers' language knowledge w A few (Vocabulary, grammar, cohesion, text organization) 
Did the task make you use lots of different types of English R A few (Vocabulary, cohesion, text organization, pronunciation) E Limited (Vocabulary, text organization) knowledge (including vocabulary, grammar, T Somehow narrow (Vocabulary, cohesion, text organization) pronunciation/spelling, cohesion, and text organization) or 
very little of your English knowledge? H Limited (Grammar, text organization) 
4. Involvement of language functions in the test tasks W: Yes. "From these questions, I found how short answers can be used to respond to other 
While you were doing these questions, did you feel that you people's requests." 
were really taking part in the conversation? R "do feel like being part of the conversation" E "because there are questions and answer choices in each item, it feels more like testing 
rather than real life conversation" 
T "because there is no real audience, no voice/sound, so it's not like taking part in a 
conversation" 
H Yes. "I tried to imagine the setting" 
5. Involvement of test takers' metacognitive strategies 
In the task, there are several question items. Could you I can answer each question item separately: R, E, T, H, W 
answer each question item separately without considering My answer to the question depends on the previous answer: N/A 
other question items, or did the answer to one question 
depend on the answer to previous ones? 
Did you (1) set a goal of what to achieve, (2) think of what W: "I would think if such tone would be efficient in real life conversation because I think that 
information is needed to do the task and how appropriate it the questions are about politeness issues." 1) Yes, "to get full score" 2) Yes. "some 
is, and (3) plan out how to respond the task? language knowledge" 3) No. ')ust thinking to score more the better" (Process: read the 
problem to be solved- imagine the dialog situation- read item stems- choose the most 
polite/reasonable one) 
R: "think the actual conversation situation and imagine what I would answer if it happens to 
me" 1) Yes. "To figure out what the conversation is about" 2) Yes. think of English and 
appropriateness. 3) Yes. (Process: dialog-Q-item-select one best answer based on her 
experience of what's appropriate) 
E 1) Yes. "no specific goal, but I would think of what would be asked about the dialog" 2) 
Yes. "only English knowledge is necessary'' 3) No. MC is fixed; only need to look at Q 
then find the correct item (yet still need to know ways of interaction and responding to MC) 
(Process: read, imagine, and understand the situation in the dialog - Q- item-select the most 
appropriate/polite one) 
T "think of what is the question asking for, find the answer, imagine the situation, think of 
their relationship" 1) No. "Shouldn't be a big deal answer it wrong" "the goal varies 
according to the situation of how important the scores she got in relation to herself, and in 
this case, no need to worry too much for me" 2) Yes. "English is used, yet not really think 
of it" 3) No. "have to know the way to get though MC questions, but there's nothing really 
to plan for MC type questions" (Process: Dialog-Q-item-find the best answer) 
H "think of what's been learned, think of grammar, and try out which one sounds more 
natural" 1) Yes. "to answer the questions, to learn, to understand the meaning of the 
sentences" 2) Yes. "sometimes three items are all right, but I'll choose the best" 3) Yes. 
"use the deletion method and what I've remembered from the instruction section" 
(Process: Dialog-Q-item) 
6. Involvement of test takers' affective schemata in w 1) So so. "Way too polite. Should have some more colloquial stuff, e.g. you know ... " 
responding to the test tasks 2) "A bit confused ... difficult to understand what the question asks for." 3) worse. 
R 1) A lot. "simple, not complicated, no pain and worries." 2) "relaxed, very daily life, would 
1) How much did you like these questions? 2) How did you be useful when living in the US" 3) Better 
feel while you were doing the task? 3) Did the feeling help E 1) Good. "the content of some dialogs can be used in daily life" 2) "not too difficult" 3) 
you perform better or worse? Better. I 
Describe. T 1) A lot. "coz it's easy" 2) "no special feelings because it's like working on test type 
questions" 3) Not related. 
I 
H 1) fine. "it's pretty much daily life" 2) "no special feelings Gust like listening to other 
people talking)" 3) Not related. 
Task 2: Role-plays 
Features of interactiveness Questions for learners Learners' responses and verbal accounts to interactiveness questionnaire 
1. Involvement of the test takers' topical knowledge W: 1) Yes, I did and it helped me. "I would think of the conversation in TV drama." 2) No. 
1) Did you use other types of knowledge or your R: 1) Yes, I did and it helped me. "I would think of how to make up excuses to refuse the requests" 
personal experience in addition to your English 2) Yes. "I didn't know what to ask and felt that didn't have enough information or knowledge to 
knowledge to respond to the task? Did it help you make up the responses." 
respond the task? 2) Were there any questions you E 1) Yes, I did and it helped me. "I would think of how to refuse would be more appropriate 
could not answer because of lacking other kinds of based on personal experience" 2) No. 
knowledge or personal experience? H 1) No. "video clip info is enough, don't need to think of others to help me." 2) No. T 1) Yes, I did. "Based on personal experience." 2)No. 
2. Suitability of test tasks to the personal W: "my English is not good enough" 
characteristics of the test takers R pretty suitable "I might encounter conversation like these when I am at work." 
How suitable were these questions for you? (for you E suitable "because it lets me know what the content of a near-complete conversation may look 
means for your age, gender, nationality, personality, like." 
level & type of general education, familiarity with task T not suitable at all; "why do I have to talk to a machine" 
types, etc.) H suitable. "it's pretty similar to workplace situation." 
3. Involvement of the test takers' language knowledge w All 
Did the task make you use lots of different types of R Most (Vocabulary, grammar, cohesion, text organization, pronunciation) 
English knowledge (including vocabulary, grammar, E Some (Vocabulary, text organization, pronunciation) 
pronunciation/spelling, cohesion, and text T Many (Vocabulary, cohesion, text organization, pronunciation) 
organization) or very little of your English knowledge? H Limited (Cohesion, text organization) 
4. Involvement of language functions in the test tasks W: "very much like participating in a conversation because the task provides lots of room for 
While you were doing these questions, did you feel imagination." 
that you were really taking part in the conversation? R "very much like participating in a conversation" E "not much, still not like real life conversation because the whole text has given, the answers are 
restricted, even though it provides more room than MC." 
T "doesn't like the real conversation because it's not a real person talking to me" 
H "it's just like talking to somebody." 
5. Involvement of test takers' metacognitive strategies 
In the task, there are several question items. Could you I can answer each question item separately: T, H 
answer each question item separately without My answer to the question depends on the previous answer: W, R, E 
considering other question items, or did the answer to 
L__ one question depend on the answer to previous ones? I 
Did you (1) set a goal of what to achieve, (2) think of w "It's really weird to speak to a computer and have your speaking recorded. It is also strange 
what information is needed to do the task and how to make up stuff to say. Making requests is stranger than responding to requests because the 
appropriate it is, and (3) plan out how to respond the character has answered already and you have to ask based on her answer, and if what you 
task? asked doesn't match with the conversation, you have to modify what you said. Responding 
to requests is fine, just to answer the questions, and it doesn't really matterwhat I said" 1) 
I Yes. "to make the conversation smooth" 2) Yes. "how to make the conversation 
fluent, my English pronunciation might affect the degree of fluency'' 3) Yes. "try 
I best to use efficient and sufficient responses" (Process: follow the task design-listen-
direction- think- speak/record- (check)-listen (circular) 
R "Scary, have no idea what to do, (for the second role-play) I try to copy the conversation in the I 
model." 1) Yes. "to answer the questions." 2) Yes. "think of what to say, the content, and what's 
in the model." 3) Yes. 
E "the task provides a cohesive question-answer text, so know how to respond." 1) Yes. "I 
think of how to respond, positive or negative" 2) No. 3) No. (Process: listen-- think how to 
respond-respond-listen to next, if the previous respond is not appropriate, then go back and 
modify it) 
T "think of what the character might request for and how to respond, also think of why record" 1) 
Yes. "to make the recording sound natural." 2) Yes. "think of how to respond, try to come up 
with content." 3) Yes. "I would think how to use my way to present what I want to portrait" 
H "think of what the conversation attempt to deliver" (she would think of the model and a 
assess between the model and her own opinion, then make decision to either imitate or modify 
the model or create new things) 1) Yes. "try to understand what the conversation is about." 2) 
Yes. 3) Yes. "yes, the conversation is complete and characters gave rich facial 
expression (yet not quite familiar with task type)" 
6. Involvement of test takers' affective schemata in W: 1) "I like this task pretty much because although it sounds dump to hear my own voice 
responding to the test tasks recording, it's quite interesting" 2) "Fun, just like recording a demo." 3) Worse (nervous). 
1) How much did you like these questions? 2) How did R 1) "soso, it's scary to hear my own recording voice" 2) N/A 3) worse (not daily life: to record, I 
you feel while you were doing the task? 3) Did the have to think of grammar, real life conversation is more direct and teachers always understand) 
feeling help you perform better or worse? E 1) "fine, can understand how a closer-to-real-life conversation might develop from response to 
Describe. response." 2) "it takes time to think because I am unfamiliar with this type of conversation 
situation, so don't know how to respond." 3) worse 
T 1) "soso, it's not like talking to real people, and the quantity of items does not match with the 
actual needs, e.g. even I just want to request one thing, I have to make up two more requests to 
fulfill the task." 2) "still feel that it's really weird to record." 3) "weird, talking to non-real 
people." 
- -
J! ll"'J!~tty authentic."2) N/A 3) Not relatf:Q._ __ .. __ _ 
- -
Task 3: Multiple-choice questions 
Features of interactiveness Questions for learners Learners' responses and verbal accounts to interactiveness questionnaire 
1. Involvement of the test takers' topical knowledge w 1) No use. 2) No. 
1) Did you use other types of knowledge or your personal R 1) Yes. "Past experience." 2) Yes." don't understand the concept/meaning of request, 
experience in addition to your English knowledge to order, agree to requests" 
respond to the task? Did it help you respond the task? 2) E 1) No use. 2) No. 
Were there any questions you could not answer because of H 1) No use. 2) No. 
lacking other kinds of knowledge or personal experience? T 1) No use. 2) No 
2. Suitability of test tasks to the personal characteristics of w "not really, feeling repetitive" 
the test takers R "ok, not too easy or too hard." 
How suitable were these questions for you? (for you means E "not really, a bit too easy." 
for your age, gender, nationality, personality, level & type T "very much; very easy, suitable for my self-esteem but not suitable for my level." 
of general education, familiarity with task types, etc.) H "pretty suitable, the content is quite similar to real life." 
3. Involvement of the test takers' language knowledge w Limited (cohesion, text organization) 
Did the task make you use lots of different types of English R Very limited (text organization) 
knowledge (including vocabulary, grammar, E A few (Vocabulary, cohesion, text organization) 
pronunciation/spelling, cohesion, and text organization) or T Very limited (Vocabulary) 
very little of your English knowledge? H Very limited (text organization) 
4. Involvement of language functions in the test tasks w "not really, it's pretty much like task 1 and I've already known what it might be about" 
While you were doing these questions, did you feel that you R "kind of, I would imagine if such request would be appropriate to another character." 
were really taking part in the conversation? E "no, this type of tasks is just like test, you can't respond to it as you like, so doesn't feel like taking part in it." 
T "not at all, just like a test." 
H "yeah, just like I am the one who responds." 
5. Involvement of test takers' metacognitive strategies 
In the task, there are several question items. Could you I can answer each question item separately: R, E, T, H, W 
answer each question item separately without considering My answer to the question depends on the previous answer: N/A 
other question items, or did the answer to one question 
depend on the answer to previous ones? 
Did you (1) set a goal of what to achieve, (2) think of what w "familiar with the content and question type, so needless to imagine the situation, just mainly 
information is needed to do the task and how appropriate it doing the assessment" 1) Yes. Same as Task 1. 2) Yes. Same as Task 1. 3)No. Same as task 1. 
is, and (3) plan out how to respond the task? (process: Q-dialog-Q-item) 
R "consider politeness and directness" 1) No. "I didn't think much." 2) No. "I don't understand 
the meaning of Q, so just look at items and select the most appropriate one." 3) Yes. "I spent 
most of the time finding/guessing the answer." 
E Same as Task 1. 1) No goal. 2) Yes. Same as task 1. 3) Yes. 
T 1) No goal. 2) No. "because MC type limits the natural of metacognitive process, it limits 
the learner to pick and choose rather than come up things they know." 3) No. (dialog-Q-scan 
and pick answer.) 
H "I think of the content of the conversation (mentally not challenging)." 1) No. 2) No. "too 
easy so just pick directly the most likely answer, needless to do serious thinking." 3) No. 
"the conversation is clear and simple." 
6. Involvement of test takers' affective schemata in w 1) "soso, just like the first task." 2) "feeling repetitive." 3) worse. 
responding to the test tasks R 1) "not so hard, if don't know, then guess." 2) "no feeling." 3) not related. 
E 1) "not much, it's like test." 2) "relaxed." 3) N/A 
1) How much did you like these questions? 2) How did you T 1) "like it, easy." 2) N/A 3) worse. "didn't pay enough attention, so miss some points." 
feel while you were doing the task? 3) Did the feeling help H 1) "like it pretty much, coz it's easy." 2) N/ A 3) better. 
you perform better or worse? 
Describe. 
Task 4: Drag-and-drop 
Features of interactiveness Questions for learners Learners' responses and verbal accounts to interactiveness questionnaire 
1. Involvement of the test takers' topical knowledge w 1) No use. 2) No. 
1) Did you use other types of knowledge or your personal R 1) Yes. "Think of the way/tone to talk to supervisor." 2) No. 
experience in addition to your English knowledge to E 1) No use. 2) No. 
respond to the task? Did it help you respond the task? 2) H 1) No use. 2) No. 
Were there any questions you could not answer because of T 1) No use. 2) No 
lacking other kinds of knowledge or personal experience? 
2. Suitability of test tasks to the personal characteristics of w "Good." 
the test takers R "very much, easy." 
How suitable were these questions for you? (for you means E "not much, a bit too easy." 
for your age, gender, nationality, personality, level & type T "very much, very easy, good for self esteem." 
of general education, familiarity with task types, etc.) H "good, easy." 
3. Involvement of the test takers' language knowledge w Limited (cohesion, text organization) 
Did the task make you use lots of different types of English R Limited (cohesion, text organization) 
knowledge (including vocabulary, grammar, E Many (Vocabulary, cohesion, text organization, pronunciation) 
pronunciation/spelling, cohesion, and text organization) or T Very limited (Vocabulary) 
very little of your English knowledge? H Limited (Cohesion, text organization) 
4. Involvement of language functions in the test tasks w "very much alike; when the listening prompt asking me questions, I respond to it using 
While you were doing these questions, did you feel that you what I want to say immediately." 
were really taking part in the conversation? R "kind of, I suppose myself as an employee when the character sounds like supervisor." E "not really, coz the answers are provided, so just to match the meaning, don't have to 
consider negative or positive, so don't feeling taking part." 
T "not at all, not real person." 
H "pretty alike." 
5. Involvement of test takers' metacognitive strategies 
In the task, there are several question items. Could you I can answer each question item separately: R (this makes her lose point), E, T, H 
answer each question item separately without considering My answer to the question depends on the previous answer: W (a little) 
other question items, or did the answer to one question 
depend on the answer to previous ones? 
Did you ( 1) set a goal of what to achieve, (2) think of what w "the listening prompt makes me feel like simulation, and this lower the testing feeling." 
information is needed to do the task and how appropriate it (pretty engaged coz he is responding to the prompt as if he is having conversation with the 
is, and (3) plan out how to respond the task? character, e.g. could you get new schedule? What schedule? Pity that the prompt 
wouldn't adapt itself). 1) No. "to complete the whole conversation." 2) No. "intuition- pick 
and choose." 3) No. "nothing to plan for; only pick and choose." 
R "conversation situation" (figure out what the character wants, think of/choose the most 
appropriate response). 1) Yes. 2) Yes. 3) Yes. 
E 1) No. 2) Yes. 3) Yes. (listen to the prompt- assess the question content- roughly plan the 
answer-look at items- decision.) 
T "think of the question in the prompt, then find the most appropriate answer." 1) No.2) No. 
3)No. 
H "nothing." 1) No. 2) No. 3) Yes. "try to find the answer from the listening prompt." 
(listen to prompt- don't understand-listen again and try to find key words like "would 
you mind" -look at item searching for "no ... " so the participant don't understand what 
has been asked, but know how to score the item by knowing the question type.) 
6. Involvement of test takers' affective schemata in w 1) "pretty cool, at least, there's room for imagination." 2) "interesting, room for 
responding to the test tasks imagination." 3) N/A 
R 1) "good, drag and drop is fun." 2) "fun, and don't have to record voice." 3) Better. 
1) How much did you like these questions? 2) How did you "relaxed." 
feel while you were doing the task? 3) Did the feeling help E 1) N/ A. 2) "it's more like a test, not like the daily conversation." 3) 
you perform better or worse? T 1) "love it, very easy." 2) "no feeling, just like taking a test, answering questions." 3) not 
I 
Describe. related. 
H 1) "very fun (like game) and I can listen to it again and again." 2) N/A. 3) Better. 
APPENDIX J. SUMMARY OF INTERACTIVENESS IN THE FRAMEWORK FORMAT 
Task 1: MultiiJle-choice questions 
Questions for logical evaluation Extent to which Participants' explanation of how the quality is 
of interactiveness quality is satisfied 
satisfied(rating) 
18. To what extent does the task Very limited The task does not presuppose appropriate area and level 
presuppose appropriate area or (2.8/ 7) of topical knowledge. There are three out of five 
level of topical knowledge, and to participants drew upon their own personal experiences/ 
what extent can we expect the test knowledge of correspondence, yet two others did not at 
takers to have this area or level of all. For those who did, the use of topical knowledge is 
topical knowledge? somehow limited (4 out of 7 in average). 
19. To what extent are the personal Relatively high Although the program does not specify the target users, 
characteristics of the test takers (5.4/ 7) most participants found it suitable. Only one person 
include in the design statement? indicates that the language is way too polite to use in his 
20. To what extent are the generation. 
characteristics of the test tasks 
suitable for test takers with the 
specified personal characteristics? 
21. Does the processing required in Certain range The task involves some areas of language knowledge, 
the test task involve a very narrow (4 out of7) organizational (grammatical: vocabulary, a bit of syntax, 
range or a wide range of areas of but no pronunciation; textual: cohesion and conversation 
language knowledge? Varied by organization) and pragmatic (functional: manipulative; 
language sociolinguistics: politeness/appropriateness, naturalness). 
proficiency and Some people felt highly involved, yet some others felt 
confidence level. poorly engaged. 
22. What language functions, other Quite limited. Two people felt the task is merely for answering 
than the simple demonstration of (3.6 out of 7) questions, one person felt like taking part in the 
language ability, are involved in some conversation, and one person found the task has a bit of 
processing the input and manipulative ideational and heuristic functions. Overall, participants 
formulating a response? feel that the task is limited to demonstrating knowledge 
vary by of language use rather than the actual use of it. 
motivation and 
personality 
23. To what extent are the test tasks Highly All participants were able to answer each question item 
interdependent? independent independently without considering previous/subsequent 
answers. 
24. How much opportunity for Somehow Overall, participants spent somehow narrow range 
strategy involvement is provided? limited of metacogonitive energy working on task 1 because the 
(4 out of7) content, length, and type of the input restrict the width 
and depth of the strategic involvement: the goal of 
working on this task is mainly restricted to answering 
questions about language functions, short dialog provide 
limited contextual information to assess/process (four 
participants indicate that the task does not provide 
sufficient information for them to assess the context), and 
multiple-choice questions provide very little room for 
planning (no opportunity for meaning negotiation and 
discourse creation is given), so the whole metacogonitive 
involvement of this task is somehow narrow and shallow. 
25. Is this test task likely to evoke Relatively high Most participants like the task and feel relaxed taking the 
an affective response that would (5.4 out of 7) task because it is easy. Two participants think the task 
make it relatively easy or difficult is close to daily life. 
for test takers to perform at their 
best? 
Task 2: role-plays 
Questions for logical evaluation Extent to Participants' explanation of how the quality is satisfied 
of interactiveness which quality 
is satisfied 
18. To what extent does the task Somehow The task presupposes some topical knowledge. Most 
presuppose appropriate area or limited participants (4 out of 5) drew upon their own personal 
level of topical knowledge, and to (4.6 out of 7) experiences/knowledge of correspondence in order to come 
what extent can we expect the test up the content of the response; one mentioned that the 
takers to have this area or level of model video severs as her basis. The degree of the overall 
topical knowledge? engagement is higher than task 1, yet still somehow 
restricted if compared with the TLU. 
19. To what extent are the personal Dichotomy; Most participants (4 out of 5) found it suitable; however, 
characteristics of the test takers somehow one person found it not suitable at all and wondered why 
include in the design statement? limited she had to talk to a machine 
20. To what extent are the (4.6 out of 7) 
characteristics of the test tasks 
suitable for test takers with the 
specified personal characteristics? 
21. Does the processing required in Certain range The task involves several areas of language knowledge, 
the test task involve a very narrow (4.2 out of7) organizational (grammatical: vocabulary, syntax, and 
range or a wide range of areas of pronunciation; textual: cohesion and conversation 
language knowledge? organization) and pragmatic (functional: manipulative; 
sociolinguistics: politeness/ appropriateness, naturalness). 
Some people used a lot of what they know, yet some used 
little of what they know. (Varied by language proficiency 
and confidence level.) 
22. What language functions, other dichotomy; to Three people felt that it's pretty much like participating in a 
than the simple demonstration of some extent conversation, yet two others did not feel like taking part in 
language ability, are involved in (4.6 out of 7) the conversation because there is no real audience and 
processing the input and responses are restricted to response pre-presented dialog. 
formulating a response? ideational and The overall engagement is higher than MC, yet not as high 
heuristic (no as the TLU since there is no manipulative function; 
manipulative) participants knew that there would not have actions follow 
their requests. (vary bv motivation and personality) 
23. To what extent are the test tasks Generally Two participants were able to answer each question item 
interdependent? interdependent independently without considering previous/subsequent 
answers, while three others' answers depend on their 
previous/subsequent answers. Two out of three of those 
who think that their answers depend on previous items 
actually went back to modify their response according to 
the next response, and this helps them perform better than 
others. 
24. How much opportunity for Relatively Participants spent relatively high range of metacognitive 
strategy involvement is provided? high energy working on task 2: some of their goals went beyond 
(5.33 out of 7) merely answering questions to concerning their language 
production quality such as pronunciation, fluency/ 
conversation smoothness and voice naturalness since the 
task rubric specifies that recording of actual language 
production is required; sequential and interrelated (three-
pairs) dialogs provides relatively more information about 
the conversation to assess/process; and in order to complete 
the conversation, short answer role-play questions provide 
room for participants to come up and plan for free response 
of their own; thus the whole strategic involvement of task 2 
is relatively longer and richer. 
25. Is this test task likely to evoke Somehow Many participants were unfamiliar with the task type, so 
an affective response that would limited felt uncomfortable talking to computer and have their voice 
make it relatively easy or difficult ( 4.8 out of 7) recorded; some people felt anxious about their voice and 
for test takers to perform at their pronunciation, and had no idea what to say. Although one 
best? person indicated the lack of real audience and reciprocal 
nature in the task, some other people at the end found the 
task interesting and close to real life conversation. 
Task 3: Multiple-choice questions 
Questions for logical evaluation Extent to which Participants' explanation of how the quality is 
of interactiveness quality is satisfied 
satisfied(ratin_gl 
18. To what extent does the task Very limited The task does not resuppose appropriate area or level of 
presuppose appropriate area or (2.6 out of 7) topical knowledge. Only one participant drew upon 
level of topical knowledge, and to past experience. Others did not think much. 
what extent can we expect the test 
takers to have this area or level of 
topical knowledge? 
19. To what extent are the personal Somehow One participant found it suitable because the task content 
characteristics of the test takers limited resembles real life; another three others felt it is suitable 
include in the design statement? ( 4.4 out of 7) because it is easy; one found the task repetitive and 
20. To what extent are the drilling. The overall suitability goes down compared to 
characteristics of the test tasks task 1. 
suitable for test takers with the 
specified personal characteristics? 
21. Does the processing required in Very limited The task involves very limited range of language 
the test task involve a very narrow (2.4 out of 7) knowledge, organizational (grammatical: vocabulary 
range or a wide range of areas of only; textual: cohesion and conversation organization) 
language knowledge? and pragmatic (functional: manipulative). Most people 
felt poorly engaged. 
22. What language functions, other Quite limited; Two people felt the task is merely for taking tests, two 
than the simple demonstration of dichotomy people felt like taking part in the conversation, and one 
language ability, are involved in (3 out of7) person found the task repetitive. Some people felt 
processing the input and highly involved, yet some others felt poorly engaged. 
formulating a response? some ideational 
vary by 
motivation and 
personality 
23. To what extent are the test tasks Highly All participants were able to answer each question item 
interdependent? independent independently without considering previous/subsequent 
answers. 
24. How much opportunity for Quite limited Participants went through pretty similar cognitive task 
strategy involvement is provided? (3 out of 7) taking process as Task I. However, overall, they spent 
narrower range of metacogonitive energy working on 
task 3 compared to task 1 because participants became 
familiar with the question type and content and thus 
many of them responded to the questions as behavior 
routines; they skipped goal setting and spent less time on 
assessment. The more repetitive the question types and 
input content are, the shallower and narrower the 
metacognitive strategies are engaged. 
25. Is this test task likely to evoke Somehow Three participants think the task is easy, one thinks that 
an affective response that would limited the task is just like a test, and the other thinks that the 
make it relatively easy or difficult (4.8 out of 7) task is repetitive. 
for test takers to perform at their 
best? 
Task 4: drag-and-drop 
Questions for logical evaluation of 
interactive ness 
18. To what extent does the task 
presuppose appropriate area or level 
of topical knowledge, and to what 
extent can we expect the test takers to 
have this area or level of topical 
knowledge? 
19. To what extent are the personal 
characteristics of the test takers 
include in the design statement? 
20. To what extent are the 
characteristics of the test tasks 
suitable for test takers with the 
specified personal characteristics? 
21. Does the processing required in 
the test task involve a very narrow 
range or a wide range of areas of 
language knowledge? 
22. What language functions, other 
than the simple demonstration of 
language ability, are involved in 
processing the input and formulating 
a response? 
23. To what extent are the test tasks 
interdependent? 
24. How much opportunity for 
strategy involvement is provided? 
Extent to which 
quality is 
satistied(rating) 
Quite limited 
(3.4 out of7) 
Relatively high 
(5.8 out of 7) 
Quite limited range 
(3 out of 7) 
Somehow limited; 
dichotomy 
(4.2 out of 7) 
some ideational 
vary by motivation, 
personality, language 
proficiency, and 
confidence level 
Generally 
independent 
Quite limited 
(3.2 out of7) 
25. Is this test task likely to evoke an Relatively high 
affective response that would make it (5.6 out of 7) 
relatively easy or difficult for test 
takers to perform at their best? 
Participants' explanation of how the quality is 
satisfied 
The task does not presuppose appropriate area or 
level of topical knowledge. Although one 
participant would imagine the situation and drew 
on personal experience, most participants (4 out of 
5) did not think much. 
The reason they think suitable is because it is easy; 
however, this is different from how language users 
are engaged in the TLU. 
The task involves limited areas of language 
knowledge, organizational (grammatical: 
vocabulary only; textual: cohesion and 
conversation organization) and pragmatic 
(functional: manioulative ). 
Three people felt like they were taking part in the 
conversation, yet the other two did not feel like it 
because there is no real audience and the answer 
choices are provided. Overall, the degree of the 
involvement is still somehow limited. 
Most participants were able to answer each 
question item separately without considering 
previous/subsequent answers, while one person 
indicated that he considered a bit of other items 
when answering questions 
Participants first tried to find out/assess what the 
dialogs ask for, (shortly plan the answer), next 
picked and chose (or search) the most correct item 
from all that provided to respond to the dialog. 
Overall, participants spent quite narrow range of 
metacognitive energy working on task 4: the goal 
of working on this task is mainly restricted to 
answering questions, though many of the 
participants did not even have this goal in mind; 
short listening prompt provides direct yet limited 
contextual information to assess/process, and 
multiple-choice questions provide little room for 
planning (no room for discourse creation), so the 
degree of the whole metacogonitive involvement 
is fairly limited. 
Three participants like the task, feel relaxed taking 
the task, and think it is easy and fun (new task 
type like game). The other two felt that the task is 
still like a test, and what they have to do is to 
answer questions; yet one of them still like the 
task because it is easy. 
TLU situation 
Questions for logical evaluation of Extent to which Researcher's analyses of how the quality is 
interactive ness I quality is satisfied satisfied based on the review of related studies 
18. To what extent does the task A lot Particinants have to understand the nrofession, 
presuppose appropriate area or level Q!:!!I!OSe of business OQeration, office OQeration, 
of topical knowledge, and to what COmQany structure, interlocutor and their nower 
extent can we expect the test takers to relationshiQ, institutional culture and norms, 
have this area or level of topical nreviously ex~rience, snecific business QfOjects, 
knowledge? and the s~cific n!:!ffiose of the communication. 
19. To what extent are the personal High People are hired to get things done through a serious 
characteristics of the test takers of actions and reactions. Their personal 
include in the design statement? characteristics such as age, gender, education level, 
20. To what extent are the and prior preparation and experience related to work 
characteristics of the test tasks are usually the main reasons they are qualified or 
suitable for test takers with the hired to do the work. 
specified personal characteristics? 
21. Does the processing required in Various range The task requires participants to use both wide and 
the test task involve a very narrow required; it can be small range of language knowledge to cope with the 
range or a wide range of areas of either very wide or dynamism of interaction and conversation at work 
language knowledge? quite narrow, or Qlace. 
both. 
22. What language functions, other A lot of In order to carry out actions, language function is 
than the simple demonstration of Ideational required regardless of individual's motivation, 
language ability, are involved in Manipulative personality, language proficiency, and confidence 
processing the input and formulating heuristic level, including ideational (exchange information of 
a response? what to do), manipulative (get people to do things, 
set rules of how to do, and establish, maintain, 
change interpersonal relationship), heuristic 
(problem-solvin~. 
23. To what extent are the test tasks Highly ExQlicitly tied with the nreceding SQoken or 
interdependent? interdependent written text and/or anticinate the subseauent one 
24. How much opportunity for A lot TLU tasks require individuals to use a lot of 
strategy involvement is provided? metacognitive strategy to cope with the complexity 
of the context, the situation, and the conversation by 
appropriately manipulating and using their 
knowledge and personal characteristics; every action 
involves a lot of ongoing and sequential goal setting, 
assessment, and planning. Goal setting may 
involve various kinds of personal and/or institutional 
goals; assessment may involve complicated yet fast 
thinking and comparing; planning may include 
various selecting, formulating, and finalizing. 
Negotiation can appear in any stage of metacognitive 
process and reshape the involvement. 
Generally, the type of involvement may vary by 
task and it can be either simple or complex; 
however, the extent of the strategy involvement is 
'generally high. 
25. Is this test task likely to evoke an Generally high; yet No matter individuals feel positive or negative about 
affective response that would make it may vary by the TLU task, it does evoke an affective response 
relatively easy or difficult for test motivation, because the task relates to their life and personal 
takers to perform at their best? personality, or goal. People usually try to cope with the situations 
other personal and perform their best. 
factors. 
APPENDIX K.LEARNER RATINGS FOR INTERPRETATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
Task 1: Learner perceptions of task characteristics (discourse domain) on a scale of 1-7 
Contextual cues Questions for learners/Participants' ratings Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean SD 
1 Test rubrics Do you understand the purpose and procedures of doing the task based on the 2 4 5 7 6 4.8 1.92 information given? 
2 Setting As you were doing these questions, was there enough information about the 
location and how it looked to picture yourself in the conversation there in real 3 2 2 3 4 2.8 0.84 
life? 
3 Participants Do the people speaking in these questions seem like people you might encounter 1 7 7 6 6 5.4 2.51 in real life? 
4 Purpose Do you think there could be a purpose for answering these questions in real life, 
3 3 7 1 6 4 2.45 apart from learning English or testing your English ability? 
5 Content Is the topic of the questions one you would be likely to encounter in real life 3 7 6 7 6 5.8 1.64 
conversation? 
6 Format Would you encounter this type of task format in real life conversation? 
Task 1- Multiple-choice questions about a short dialog in English. 4 3 5 1 6 3.8 1.92 
7 Tone Do you think the speaker gave any information about how he/she felt about the 
topic in the way he/she talked about it? 5 6 2 6 6 5 1.73 
8 Organizational Do you hear the pronunciation, vocabulary, & grammar like that in the questions 
5 7 6 7 6 6.2 0.84 characteristics in real life? 
Sociolinguistics Would you use English like that in these questions in real life conversation? 
5 7 5 7 6 6 1.00 characteristics 
Topical Do the questions require you to use other kinds of knowledge in addition to your 
3 2 1 1 2 1.8 0.84 characteristics English knowledge to respond to it? 
9 Norms of In real life, people talk to different people in different ways depending on their 
interaction social relationship (for example, student-teacher, boss-employee, etc). In 5 2 7 2 6 4.4 2.30 
responding to these questions, how important was social relationship to the way 
you responded? 
10 Genre Does this type of conversation complete and realistic? 3 6 5 3 6 4.6 1.52 
11 Problem Is the problem you had to solve in answering these questions one that you might 
identification have to solve in real life? 3 7 6 2 6 4.8 2.17 
12 Construct Do you think the language ability required for answering these questions is similar 
definition to language ability required for participating in a conversation of a similar 3 7 5 0 6 4.2 2.77 
situation in real life? 
Criteria for Is the way your English being evaluated in these questions similar to how people 6 5 3 1 4 3.8 1.92 
correctness might judge you in real life situations? 
Mean 3.6 5 4.8 3.6 5.47 4.49 0.85 
APPENDIX K (CONTINUE) 
Task 2: Learner perceptions of task characteristics (discourse domain) on a scale of 1-7 
Contextual cues Questions for learners/Participants' ratings Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean SD 
1 Test rubrics Do you understand the purpose and procedures of doing the task based on the 3 3 5 6 5 4.4 1.34 information given? 
2 Setting As you were doing these questions, was there enough information about the 
location and how it looked to picture yourself in the conversation there in real 5 6 5 3 6 5 1.22 
life? 
3 Participants Do the people speaking in these questions seem like people you might encounter 2 5 5 7 6 5 1.87 in real life? 
4 Purpose Do you think there could be a purpose for answering these questions in real life, 
2 5 6 3 6 4.4 1.82 apart from learning English or testing your English ability? 
5 Content Is the topic of the questions one you would be likely to encounter in real life 2 7 6 7 6 5.6 2.07 conversation? 
6 Format Would you encounter this type of task format in real life conversation? 
Task 1- Multiple-choice questions about a short dialog in English. 1 2 3 1 6 2.6 2.07 
7 Tone Do you think the speaker gave any information about how he/she felt about the 
topic in the way he/she talked about it? 6 5 5 6 6 5.6 0.55 
8 Organizational Do you hear the pronunciation, vocabulary, & grammar like that in the questions 
5 3 6 7 6 5.4 1.52 characteristics in reallif e? 
Sociolinguistics Would you use English like that in these questions in real life conversation? 
5 6 6 7 6 6 0.71 characteristics 
Topical Do the questions require you to use other kinds of knowledge in addition to your 
5 4 3 4 3 3.8 0.84 characteristics English knowledge to respond to it? 
9 Norms of In real life, people talk to different people in different ways depending on their 
interaction social relationship (for example, student-teacher, boss-employee, etc). In 6 7 6 1 6 5.2 2.39 responding to these questions, how important was social relationship to the way 
you responded? 
10 Geme Does this type of conversation complete and realistic? 5 6 6 2 6 5 1.73 
11 Problem Is the problem you had to solve in answering these questions one that you might 
3 identification have to solve in real life? 6 5 7 6 5.4 1.52 
12 Construct Do you think the language ability required for answering these questions is similar 
definition to language ability required for participating in a conversation of a similar 6 6 6 6 6 6 0.00 
situation in real life? 
Criteria for Is the way your English being evaluated in these questions similar to how people 6 5 5 0 4 4 2.35 correctness might judge you in real life situations? 
Mean 4.13 5.07 5.20 4.47 5.60 4.89 0.59 
APPENDIX K (CONTINUE) 
Task 3: Learner perceptions of task characteristics (discourse domain) on a scale of 1-7 
Contextual cues Questions for learners/Participants' ratings Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean SD 
1 Test rubrics Do you understand the purpose and procedures of doing the task based on the 2 7 5 6 6 5.2 1.92 information given? 
2 Setting As you were doing these questions, was there enough information about the 
location and how it looked to picture yourself in the conversation there in real 2 3 2 1 3 2.2 0.84 
life? 
3 Participants Do the people speaking in these questions seem like people you might encounter 1 3 5 6 6 4.2 2.17 in real life? 
4 Purpose Do you think there could be a purpose for answering these questions in real life, 
2 6 3 l 6 3.6 2.30 apart from learning English or testing your English ability? 
5 Content Is the topic of the questions one you would be likely to encounter in real life 2 5 6 6 6 5 1.73 
conversation? 
6 Format Would you encounter this type of task format in real life conversation? 
2.59 Task 1- Multiple-choice questions about a short dialog in English. 1 2 6 1 6 3.2 
7 Tone Do you think the speaker gave any information about how he/she felt about the 
3 4 3 3 1.22 topic in the way he/she talked about it? 4 1 
8 Organizational Do you hear the pronunciation, vocabulary, & grammar like that in the questions 
5 3 5 6 6 5 1.22 characteristics in real life? 
Sociolinguistics Would you use English like that in these questions in real life conversation? 
5 4 6 6 6 5.4 0.89 characteristics 
Topical Do the questions require you to use other kinds of knowledge in addition to your 
2 5 2 1 3 2.6 1.52 characteristics English knowledge to respond to it? 
9 Norms of In real life, people talk to different people in different ways depending on their 
interaction social relationship (for example, student-teacher, boss-employee, etc). In 3 7 6 1 6 4.6 2.51 
responding to these questions, how important was social relationship to the way 
you responded? 
10 Genre Does this type of conversation complete and realistic? 2 5 2 1 6 3.2 2.17 
11 Problem Is the problem you had to solve in answering these questions one that you might 
5 3.6 2.07 identification have to solve in real life? 2 4 1 6 
12 Construct Do you think the language ability required for answering these questions is similar 
definition to language ability required for participating in a conversation of a similar 3 4 5 1 6 3.8 1.92 
situation in real life? 
Criteria for Is the way your English being evaluated in these questions similar to how people 5 5 3 1 5 3.8 1.79 
correctness might judge you in real life situations? 
Mean 2.73 4.40 4.33 2.67 5.33 3.89 1.16 
APPENDIX K (CONTINUE) 
Task 4: Learner perceptions of task characteristics (discourse domain) on a scale of 1-7 
Contextual cues Questions for learners/Participants' ratings Wen Ling Chen Tsui Hsin Mean SD 
1 Test rubrics Do you understand the purpose and procedures of doing the task based on the 6 3 3 7 6 5 1.87 information given? 
2 Setting As you were doing these questions, was there enough information about the 
location and how it looked to picture yourself in the conversation there in real 4 6 2 1 2 3 2.00 
life? 
3 Participants Do the people speaking in these questions seem like people you might encounter 5 6 5 7 6 5.8 0.84 in real life? 
4 Purpose Do you think there could be a purpose for answering these questions in real life, 
5 3 5 1 6 4 2.00 apart from learning English or testing your English ability? 
5 Content Is the topic of the questions one you would be likely to encounter in real life 4 6 5 7 6 5.6 1.14 conversation? 
6 Format Would you encounter this type of task format in real life conversation? 
Task 1- Multiple-choice questions about a short dialog in English. 1 2 1 1 6 2.2 2.17 
7 Tone Do you think the speaker gave any information about how he/she felt about the 
topic in the way he/she talked about it? 5 3 4 3 2 3.4 1.14 
8 Organizational Do you hear the pronunciation, vocabulary, & grammar like that in the questions 
5 4 6 7 6 5.6 1.14 characteristics in real life? 
Sociolinguistics Would you use English like that in these questions in real life conversation? 
5 6 6 7 6 6 0.71 characteristics 
Topical Do the questions require you to use other kinds of knowledge in addition to your 
3 4 3 2 3 3 0.71 characteristics English knowledge to respond to it? 
9 Norms of In real life, people talk to different people in different ways depending on their 
interaction social relationship (for example, student-teacher, boss-employee, etc). In 4 7 6 1 6 4.8 2.39 responding to these questions, how important was social relationship to the way 
you responded? 
10 Genre Does this type of conversation complete and realistic? 5 7 5 2 6 5 1.87 
11 Problem Is the problem you had to solve in answering these questions one that you might 
identification have to solve in real life? 5 7 5 7 6 6 1.00 
12 Construct Do you think the language ability required for answering these questions is similar 
definition to language ability required for participating in a conversation of a similar 5 6 4 1 5 4.2 1.92 
situation in real life? 
Criteria for Is the way your English being evaluated in these questions similar to how people 5 6 2 1 5 3.8 2.17 correctness might judge you in real life situations? 
Mean 4.47 5.07 4.13 3.67 5.13 4.49 0.62 
APPENDIX K (CONTINUE) 
Summary: Learner perceptions of task characteristics (discourse domain) for task 1-4 on a scale of 1-7 
Contextual cues Questions for learners/Participants' ratings by task Task 1 Task2 Task3 Task4 Mean SD 
1 Test rubrics Do you understand the purpose and procedures of doing the task based on the 
information given? 4.8 4.4 5.2 5 4.85 0.34 
2 Setting As you were doing these questions, was there enough information about the 
location and how it looked to picture yourself in the conversation there in real 2.8 5 2.2 3 3.25 1.22 
life? 
3 Participants Do the people speaking in these questions seem like people you might encounter 5.4 5 4.2 5.8 5.1 0.68 in real life? 
4 Purpose Do you think there could be a purpose for answering these questions in real life, 
4 4.4 3.6 4 4 0.33 apart from learning English or testing your English ability? 
5 Content Is the topic of the questions one you would be likely to encounter in real life 5.8 5.6 5 5.6 5.5 0.35 conversation? 
6 Format Would you encounter this type of task format in real life conversation? 
Task 1- Multiple-choice questions about a short dialog in English. 3.8 2.6 3.2 2.2 2.95 0.70 
7 Tone Do you think the speaker gave any information about how he/she felt about the 
topic in the way he/she talked about it? 5 5.6 3 3.4 4.25 1.25 
8 Organizational Do you hear the pronunciation, vocabulary, & grammar like that in the questions 
6.2 5.4 5 5.6 5.55 0.50 characteristics in real life? 
Sociolinguistics Would you use English like that in these questions in real life conversation? 
6 6 5.4 6 5.85 0.30 characteristics 
Topical Do the questions require you to use other kinds of knowledge in addition to your 
1.8 3.8 2.6 3 2.8 0.83 characteristics English knowledge to respond to it? 
9 Norms of In real life, people talk to different people in different ways depending on their 
interaction social relationship (for example, student-teacher, boss-employee, etc). In 4.4 5.2 4.6 4.8 4.75 0.34 responding to these questions, how important was social relationship to the way 
you responded? 
10 Genre Does this type of conversation complete and realistic? 4.6 5 3.2 5 4.45 0.85 
11 Problem Is the problem you had to solve in answering these questions one that you might 
identification have to solve in real life? 4.8 5.4 3.6 6 4.95 1.02 
12 Construct Do you think the language ability required for answering these questions is similar 
definition to language ability required for participating in a conversation of a similar 4.2 6 3.8 4.2 4.55 0.98 
situation in real life? 
Criteria for Is the way your English being evaluated in these questions similar to how people 3.8 4 3.8 3.8 3.85 0.10 correctness might judge you in real life situations? 
Mean 4.49 4.89 3.89 4.49 4.44 0.41 
L. EARNER DISCOURSE 
Wen's performance (didn't read the instruction at all) 
Wen: The only thing I know is that the difference between this task and the previous learning section 
is that this one has a video clip. How could I practice speaking? (after my explanation of the purpose 
of the task) Should I ask her questions? (you need to record your conversation with Amy) 
Role-play one 
Amy: Hi Chris what can I do for you? (laugh .. so you can record your own answer so do I have to 
ask her question? You need to listen and follow direction and record your response, oh so I 
have to speak and record, long pause, what could I request? Anything? Or should I say what 
was said in the model? I can't remember. .. play the second time, So weird .... Speaking to a 
computer. .. .long pause ... figuring how to control the record button .... , play the third time, try 
out the record button, was it recording? Yes, you can stop it by clicking it again.) 
Wen: coffee please. (ok I've done the first request, laugh) 
Amy: Sure 
Wen: (uh .. .let me think, pause) (clear throat) then leave my office right now 
Amy: not, not at all 
Wen: oh (I did it wrong) Do you mind leaving my office right now? 
Wen: please shot the door (laugh) 
Really stupid task, weird and comes from no where, if the task expect students to practice request, 
and have computer answer, they should have information written on the page) 
It's hard for students who are unfamiliar with the "game" to play the game because they tend to feel 
that the game comes from nowhere. (domain change without sufficient info to situate themselves into 
a new context, which is mainly for practice). 
Check the transcript and listen to the introduction video twice. Check every line in the transcript 
while watching the video the second time. 
Role play two 
Talia: Say Alex ... could you check some background information for the Nick Crawford story? 
Wen: (5 sec pause) no, I am busy right now 
Talia: oh, really? Well, can you do it later this afternoon? 
Wen: (4 sec) uh no I'm sorry I have a date urn this afternoon so 
Talia: Oh. Ok. Well, have fun tonight! 
Wen: I will! 
Wei went through task 2 without even noticing that this is a role-play task; he just simply listened to 
the listening prompt and felt that he had done this task. He did not read the task instruction either. 
Although he was calm, he did not know what he needed to do. The only thing he knew is to listen 
to the prompt. 
Ling's performance (didn't read the instruction at all) 
Ling: What do I need to do now? (practice conversation) Do I need to listen them all? (explain the 
procedure to do the task) Do I need to speak? Or not? What shall I say? (yes, read the direction) 
Role-play one 
Amy: Hi Chris what can I do for you? (play for the first time, short pause, what do I need to say or 
should I copy the model, either way, play again, do I need to answer or what? Explain the 
purpose of the task is to role-play, "oh so I have to say ... can you have me ... ") 
Ling: Can you help me uh ..... copy the (lsec) document? (feel scared and ask if she can choose not 
to listen to her response, replay her sound, the model, "oh do I have to say what's in the 
model?" what's that? 7 transcript, oh I can choose what to say) 
Amy: Sure 
Ling: (Sure? long pause) Can you help me make a point? (Replay hers and the model) 
Amy: No, not at all, anything else? 
Ling: (10 sec) Can you help me buy a cup of coffee? mm ... thank you. (replay hers and the model) 
What another one? 
(model video) 
Role play two 
Talia: Say Alex ... could you check some background information for the Nick Crawford story? 
Ling: (10 sec pause) oh, sorry maybe I can't. (laugh, play model, and said "ah" realized what she had 
just said is different from the model) 
Talia: oh, really? Well, can you do it later this afternoon? 
Ling: (4 sec) uh .. .I need to go to another meeting? ah .. I have another meeting (laugh) (model) 
Talia: Oh. Ok. Well, have fun tonight! 
Ling: Thank you (play model) 
Ling was unfamiliar with the task and did not read the instruction, so she was panic and had no idea 
what to do. She tried to understand these questions and tried to come up the content of the response, 
but she couldn't remember the previous model. She did go through the process of planning of what 
to say. She did not think that the task provided enough information for her to come up the response. 
Chen's performance 
Chen: I don't quite understand the task. Do I need to play the guy in the previous model? (Yes) 
How can I operate the recording? (he is the one who figure out the task the fastest.) 
Role-play one 
Amy: Hi Chris what can I do for you? 
Chen: (pause 13 sec) would you give me a cup of coffee? Thanks. (did it record? Not loud enough 
right? Decide to record again) Hi Chris, urn could you give me a cup of coffee, thanks. 
Amy: Sure 
Chen: (13 sec) urn urn could you also give me the schedule of today's work? 
Amy: No, not at all, anything else? (she responded me this way, so do I have to change my previous 
request?) 
Chen: Would you mind give me urn the today's work schedule? 
Amy: No, not at all, anything else? 
Chen: (long pause 30 sec) (I can't think of anything to ask .... ) Could you also help me to set the 
appointment with Sandy? Thanks. 
(model video) 
Role play two 
Talia: Say Alex ... could you check some background information for the Nick Crawford story? 
Chen: sure, no problem ... anyel anyel else? 
Talia: oh, really? Well, can you do it later this afternoon? 
Chen: (oh, so I have to change my previous one, listen again the first prompt) urn sorry, but un now I 
got the other things I need to do. 
Talia: oh, really? Well, can you do it later this afternoon? 
Chen: urn sorry, but I'm afraid I can't do that for you this afternoon. 
Talia: Oh. Ok. Well, have fun tonight! 
Chen: Thanks. See you later. 
Tsui's performance 
I told her before about the task type, so she is not surprised. I was asked to leave. She felt more 
------------~ 
comfortable without me when speaking English. 
Tsui: I should listen then record right? I can ask whatever I want, right? 
Role-play one 
Amy: Hi Chris what can I do for you? (ask some questions about recording operation, laugh, I left) 
Tsui: (clear throat, 16 sec) Yes, could you help me copy these papers? 
Amy: Sure 
Tsui: (25 sec) and urn mmm after coping these papers, could you come to my office ... for a while? 
Amy: No, not at all, anything else? 
Tsui: No. Thank you very much. 
(laugh when listening to the whole conversation with Amy) 
(next model video, laugh) 
Role play two 
Talia: (read transcript) Say Alex ... could you check some background information for the Nick 
Crawford story? 
Tsui: (4 sec) well, but I'm very busy now. (short pause) 
Talia: oh, really? Well, can you do it later this afternoon? 
Tsui: (transcript, 25 sec) urn sorry I have a appointment this afternoon. 
Talia: Oh. Ok. Well, have fun tonight! 
Tsui: Thanks you. (transcript) 
(laugh when listening to the whole conversation with Talia) 
She felt funny hearing her own voice. 
Hsin's performance 
Hsin: (Confused) What do I need to do? (practice conversation) Should I start here? (short pause, 
play model, long pause, go back to read instruction, listen to all the prompts and models) So Amy is 
having conversation with me? (explain the procedure) Do I need to say what's in the model? 
Role-play one 
Amy: Hi Chris what can I do for you? (short pause, so I have to click this button?) 
Hsin: (13 sec) urn Could you bring a cup of tea to me? (and next) 
Amy: Sure 
Hsin: (9 sec) oh wait, I have something in copy machine, can you bring it for me? 
Amy: No, not at all, anything else? 
Hsin: (3 sec) No. Thank you. 
(model video) 
Role play two 
Talia: Say Alex ... could you check some background information for the Nick Crawford story? 
(listen for four times, couldn't get the meaning, ask if she has to complete the task even she 
doesn't understand the prompt, she said in real life, she would say "pardon", then people 
would explain and elaborate their speech, but she can't do it here, she said what she might do 
is skip this task and try something else, finally decide to skip the first item) 
Hsin: (long pause) ...... 
Talia: oh, really? Well, can you do it later this afternoon? 
Hsin: (5 sec) Sorry, I am afraid .. I'm not. .. (can I do it again, replay prompt) Sorry I can't 
Talia: Oh. Ok. Well, have fun tonight! 
Hsin: Thanks, you too. 
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